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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECTS 

CDCR is proposing two separate projects on and adjacent to the Northern California Youth Correctional Center 
(NCYCC), a multi-facility correctional complex located east of Stockton in San Joaquin County, California. Both 
projects involve the reuse and expansion of existing facilities. One project is a reentry facility; the other is for 
inmate mental health and medical care. Each project is separate from the other and subject to independent 
consideration and approval. They are evaluated in this one environmental impact report (EIR) because they are 
located on the same overall State-owned site and proposed at the same time. 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson project includes the conversion and reuse of the existing DeWitt Nelson facility to a 
semi-autonomous adult male medical and mental health facility. The adjoining approved and funded CHCF 
project is expected to provide primary administration and support for the proposed DeWitt Nelson site including 
infrastructure. The proposed DeWitt Nelson project would include housing, programming, healthcare facilities, 
inmate visiting and some support facilities. The project would contain three new housing units and the potential 
renovation of four existing dormitory housing units for the proposed inmate population. The new housing units 
and four existing dormitories would house up to a maximum of 1,133 inmates. 

The NCRF proposed conversion project would involve construction of a new medical building, as well as 
renovation of buildings for facility program support services, dining and receiving, family visiting, academic and 
vocational education, miscellaneous support, and a gymnasium at the former Northern California Women’s 
Facility (NCWF). Existing structures contain 400 cells. Total planned inmate capacity for the reentry facility is 
500 beds, which also is the legislative cap for this facility. CDCR proposes to provide 100 double-bunked units; 
the balance of the housing facilities (300 cells) would remain single-bed units.  

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND RECOMMENDED MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

Table 1-1, located at the end of this chapter, provides a summary of the environmental impacts of the project, 
level of significance before mitigation, recommended mitigation measures, and the level of significance after the 
application of mitigation measures.  

1.3 SUMMARY OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The extent of the geographic area that may be affected by implementation of the projects varies depending on the 
resource under consideration. As discussed in Chapter 5, “Cumulative Impacts,” of this draft environmental 
impact report (DEIR). A discussion of impacts associated with cumulative development is provided in Chapter 5. 
For most impacts, the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would not be considerable. Exceptions are 
described below. The DEIR identified that the projects would result in significant or significant and unavoidable 
impacts in the following areas: Greenhouse Gases (GHG), Agricultural Resources, Transportation, and 
Wastewater Treatment and Disposal. A detailed discussion and summaries of these impacts is provided in Chapter 
5, “Cumulative Impacts.” 

1.4 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

Section 15123 of the State of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires the summary 
section of an EIR to include “areas of controversy known to the lead agency.” The following issues, in no order of 
importance, are the controversial issues known to CDCR: 
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► Provision of public services 
► Community image concerns. 
► Traffic congestion and access. 
► Potential exposure to Coccidioidomycosis. 

Please see Section 2 “Introduction” for more detailed discussion regarding areas of controversy. 

1.5 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

As discussed in Chapter 7.0 “Alternatives,” the range of alternatives to the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects is 
limited. The federal court in the Coleman case ordered construction of the Dewitt project by 2013. Further, 
legislation (AB 900 and SB 934, both in 2007) authorized construction of the NCRF project at the former NCWF 
site, and deemed the siting process complete for a reentry facility to serve San Joaquin, Amador, and Calaveras 
counties. In addition, it would be difficult to find alternative sites that meet the population-serving needs of these 
projects that are similarly developed, and thus have relatively (based on their size) limited environmental impacts. 

1.5.1 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT ANALYZED IN DETAIL 

OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVE TO THE DEWITT NELSON CONVERSION PROJECT 

CDCR is under strict federal court orders in the Coleman litigation to design, construct, and activate the DeWitt 
Nelson project at the proposed NCYCC site by 2013 (see Section 1, “Introduction”, for more information 
regarding these federal court orders). In the interest of fully complying with CEQA’s mandate to foster 
meaningful public participation and informed decision-making, though, CDCR has considered a range of potential 
off-site alternatives to the DeWitt Nelson project at the proposed NCYCC site. For the reasons described below, 
CDCR believes that the only feasible alternatives to the proposed project are located at the NCYCC site. A 
detailed discussion supporting the reasons why an off-site alternative for the DeWitt Nelson Conversion Project is 
not feasible is provided in Chapter 7, “Alternatives.” 

OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVE TO THE NCRF PROJECT 

As noted in Section 3.1 “Project Purpose and Need,” the NCRF project is intended to assist inmates during their 
last year of incarceration to make the transition to life outside of the California prison system. As with the DeWitt 
Nelson project, in the interest of fully complying with CEQA’s mandate to foster meaningful public participation 
and informed decision-making, CDCR has considered a range of potential off-site alternatives to the NCRF 
project at the proposed NCYCC site. For the reasons described below, however, CDCR believes that the only 
feasible alternative to the proposed project is located at the NCYCC site. A detailed discussion supporting the 
reasons why an off-site alternative for the DeWitt Nelson Conversion Project is not feasible is provided in 
Chapter 7, “Alternatives.” 

NCRF DESIGN ALTERNATIVES 

The proposed NCRF project includes renovating and re-using former correctional facilities for a correctional use 
on an existing correctional site. The only new structures associated with the proposed NCRF are a medical 
building, guard towers, and a lethal electrified fence, which are all necessary for the proposed reentry facility (i.e., 
it is not possible to eliminate any of these facilities from the NCRF proposal without seriously compromising on-
site security or the feasibility of the reentry program at this site; although the approved CHCF includes medical 
facilities, these facilities are intended to serve more severe medical needs than the NCRF medical building, and 
would not have capacity to serve these more minor medical needs). As mentioned above, the State Legislature 
specifically authorized conversion of the former Northern California Women’s Facility to a reentry facility. 
Because the project site is currently developed with a correctional facility, the range of potential development 
alternatives to the NCRF project is severely limited. In fact, the only possible alternative to the NCRF project that 
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would meet most of the project objectives would be to demolish existing facilities at the NCRF site and construct 
all new buildings. Not only would this alternative likely result in greater environmental impacts than the proposed 
reuse of the existing facilities (i.e., increased construction-related emissions of criteria air pollutants, increased 
construction-related noise impacts, and increased construction traffic impacts), but the alternative would conflict 
with the project’s objective to utilize existing facilities, infrastructure, and available state-owned land to provide 
needed facilities at the lowest cost to taxpayers. For these reasons, on-site design alternatives to the NCRF project 
have been rejected and are not analyzed further in this DEIR. 

AB 900 is specific regarding the Reentry program; therefore, operations-related alternatives are limited to 
intensity rather than “type” of land use. For this reason, one operational alternative to the DeWitt Nelson project, 
the “Reduced Bed Alternative” is evaluated in detail below.  

1.5.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED FOR DETAILED EVALUATION 

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Consistent with the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(e)), this EIR evaluates a No Project Alternative. 
Under the No Project Alternative, no development or other improvement associated specifically with the proposed 
DeWitt Nelson project or NCRF project would occur on either project site. Note, however, that utilities extension 
and other improvements associated with other proposed CDCR projects, both on and offsite, as evaluated under 
previous CEQA documents (e.g., the CHCF EIR) are still assumed to occur. Under the No Project Alternative, the 
existing DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would remain unoccupied. No additional structures would be added 
to either project site. While CDCR would appropriately secure the existing facilities, some vegetation may 
become overgrown, while other vegetation and trees may die due to lack of irrigation. Building exteriors may 
become weathered and require repair. The project site would probably remain unlit during nighttime hours or 
have reduced lighting. 

Note that the environmental analysis of this EIR evaluates three scenarios: DeWitt Nelson Only, NCRF Only, and 
Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities. The first two scenarios evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts resulting from implementation of one project and not the other. Therefore, because this EIR has already 
thoroughly evaluated these two scenarios throughout the document and because the “no project” scenario is 
similar for each project, this alternatives discussion does not include separate “no project” scenarios that assume 
development of one project and not the other.  

DEWITT NELSON ALTERNATIVES  

The EIR evaluates two alternatives to the DeWitt Nelson project: Meet American Correctional Associations 
(ACA) Space Standards/Combine Perimeter Security Fence Alternative and the Facility Relocation Alternative.  

DeWitt Nelson Alternative 1: Meet American Correctional Associations (ACA) Space 
Standards/Combine Perimeter Security Fence 

The first alternative to the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would meet the following: (1) renovate and enlarge 
the four existing DeWitt Nelson housing units to meet ACA space and program standards. This involves 
expanding the four existing units by approximately 38,000 square feet. The additions would be contiguous to the 
existing structures. (2) Provide a continuous secure perimeter fencing system that would encircle both the 
approved CHCF site and the proposed DeWitt Nelson facility with a single perimeter. This single perimeter 
option would remove the cross fencing currently shown on the site plan for the proposed project. (3) Locate the 
three new housing units in the upper northeast corner of the project site (the primarily undeveloped area as seen in 
Exhibit 3-4) instead of building them directly east of the existing housing units. These new housing units would 
meet ACA space and program standards; some of the program space that would have been created by renovation 
of the former DeWitt Nelson educational buildings (south end of complex) would be absorbed into these new 
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buildings. The changes that this alternative will result in include: (1) reduction in the amount of perimeter fencing, 
(2) consolidation of pedestrian sally ports [only one is now necessary], (2) relocation of employee and visitor 
parking to adjacent but unused area within southern edge of CHCF site, (3) abandonment and demolition of 
educational and vocational buildings on southern edge of site plan, and (4) use of the “gap” area for new housing 
development. .The proposed site plan for the conversion of the existing DeWitt Nelson facility provides for the 
installation of a new double security fence perimeter with a lethal electric fence element around the entire facility 
(see Exhibit 7-1). This perimeter would replace the existing Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) perimeter that 
can only be used for juvenile wards. The new perimeter would meet all CDCR adult correctional safety standards 
including the installation of armed observation towers (about 750 feet apart) and an outer patrol road. The CHCF 
would have an identical perimeter fence, towers, and outer patrol road.  

Under Alternative 1, the perimeter security system of the DeWitt Nelson facility would be combined into a single 
continuous perimeter fence that encompasses not only DeWitt Nelson but also the CHCF. This combined 
perimeter would substantially reduce the movement of inmates and staff through the two proposed pedestrian 
sally ports, and it would provide for a more unified perimeter security operation. This concept has been 
successfully deployed at other facilities where CDCR has two complementary prisons in close physical proximity. 
Only minimal changes would be required to the CHCF perimeter fence plan; joining the two perimeter security 
systems can be accomplished by extending the segments of the east and west fence lines of the respective 
facilities so the combined site plans are encircled by a single perimeter. The existing plans for parallel cross 
fences at the end of each facility would be eliminated; a single pedestrian sally port would replace the original 
plan for two individual sally ports. Note that the overall layout and operation (including number of beds and staff) 
of the CHCF project would not be affected by this alternative. 

Aside from combining the CHCF Stockton and DeWitt Nelson perimeter security fence, the primary difference 
between this alternative and the proposed project is that under Alternative 1, the proposed parking lot would be 
relocated since it cannot be located within the secure perimeter. All DeWitt Nelson parking would be located near 
the approved CHCF Stockton parking lot site. As noted, the location of new housing would be moved into the 
existing vacant area at the northeastern corner of the existing DeWitt Nelson facility. The number of new housing 
units may increase from three to four (with no changes in total bed numbers or staffing). This alternative would 
allow for a more efficient interchange of activities between CHCF and DeWitt Nelson. The complex of small 
program and administrative buildings at the southern edge of the DeWitt Nelson complex would be demolished 
under this alternative. Note that the total combined length of the combined fences would be less than the total 
length of the separate perimeter fences of CHCF Stockton and the proposed DeWitt Nelson project and the 
alternative fence line would remain in the disturbance area analyzed in this EIR. Therefore, in general, 
environmental impacts related only to the alternative alignment of the fence line would be similar to the proposed 
project. 

DeWitt Nelson Alternative 2: Meet ACA Standards/Replace Existing Structures 

Unlike the proposed DeWitt Nelson Conversion project, Alternative 2 would not renovate or otherwise reuse 
existing structures at the DeWitt Nelson Youth Correctional Facility (see Exhibit 7-2); rather, the alternative 
would include 100% new construction and would allow for more compact development and more efficiency in 
long-term operations, while reducing the overall footprint of the project. The new structures, which would not 
change the total number of proposed beds and staff (there is a potential that fewer staff would be needed due to 
efficiencies), would be located in the upper northeast portion of the DeWitt Nelson project site (the primarily 
undeveloped area as seen in Exhibit 3-4) between the approved CHCF Stockton project site and the existing 
DeWitt Nelson complex. This alternative would include a combined secure perimeter fence with the CHCF 
Stockton fence. The proximity to CHCF Stockton, in combination with sharing a secure perimeter fence, would 
enhance the efficiency of the movement of inmates between the two facilities. Under this alternative, the length of 
the combined secure perimeter fence would be substantially shorter than the total length of the separate CHCF 
Stockton perimeter fence and proposed DeWitt Nelson perimeter fence. Also, similar to Alternative 1, the overall 
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layout and operation (including number of beds and staff) of the CHCF project would not be affected by this 
alternative. 

Under the Alternative 2, the majority of the existing buildings in the former DeWitt Nelson Facility would be 
permanently abandoned because they are not needed to meet the objectives of the proposed project. To assure 
security of the grounds all the housing units and related administrative and support buildings would be secured so 
there could be no unauthorized entry. Under this alternative no entitlement for their renovation and reuse would 
be established through the current environmental review process. 

The future use of these buildings would first depend on either approval by the State Public Works Board under the 
provisions of AB 900 of 2007 of an authorized scope, budget, and schedule for a defined project or passage of 
new legislation that would provide funding for a new project. These buildings cannot be reoccupied under the 
current provisions of the state building code unless they have been brought up to meet the latest standards of 
Title 24 including improvements to address a variety of public safety and access requirements.  

The location of the proposed firing range and new retention basin would not change under Alternative 2; 
however, the proposed DeWitt Nelson parking lot would be relocated near the CHCF Stockton parking lot (see 
Exhibit 7-2). 

NCRF ALTERNATIVE 

NCRF Alternative: Reduced Bed Alternative 

The layout of the Reduced Bed Alternative would be identical to the proposed NCRF project (no exhibits are 
included because there would be no changes to the layout as indicate in Exhibit 3-6 “Proposed NCRF Site Plan”); 
the only difference would be a reduction in the number of beds and staff. This Alternative assumes a 20% 
reduction in beds from 500 to 400 and a commensurate reduction in the number of staff from 381 to 305. The site 
already includes 400 cells; the difference with this alternative is that 100 cells would be used by two inmates with 
the project; with this alternative each cell would be occupied by one inmate. A medical building would still need 
to be constructed. Because the layout would be identical to the NCRF project, the environmental impacts 
associated with construction (i.e., construction-related emissions of criteria air pollutants, impacts to biological 
and cultural resources, construction-related impacts to stormwater quality, construction-related noise impacts, 
construction related traffic impacts, and construction-related nighttime glare) would be the same. Also impacts 
related primarily to the layout and use type (i.e., changes to visual character, operational light and glare, and land 
use) would be similar. However, because the Reduced Bed Alternative would reduce the number of staff by 71, 
impacts associated with employee vehicle trip generation (i.e., operational air quality, global climate change, and 
operational traffic) would be reduced compared to the proposed NCRF project. Although it is not anticipated that 
a reduction by 71 staff would reduce significant impacts related to global climate change and impacts to 
intersections and roadways to less-than-significant, the Alternative would, nonetheless, result in less (although not 
substantially less) overall impact to the environment than the proposed NCRF project.  

A reduction in the number of beds would not go as far as the proposed project toward implementing the goals set 
forth in AB900 to increase male adult inmate prison capacity and associated support and program space to reduce 
overcrowding and improve living conditions for inmates—a critical objective of the project, and it would provide 
20% less opportunity to provide program support for inmates preparing to reenter society at the end of their terms. 

1.5.3 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

The No Project Alternative would be similar or environmentally superior to the proposed DeWitt Nelson and 
NCRF projects with respect to all environmental issues. However, the No Project Alternative would not attain any 
of the objectives of the proposed projects. 
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1.5.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE TO THE DEWITT NELSON 

CONVERSION 

Alternative 1 would result in similar impacts to implementation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. This is 
because the facilities would remain similarly sized and would require a similar construction program and because 
this Alternative includes the same number of beds and similar number of employees as proposed under DeWitt 
Nelson (slightly fewer staff may be necessary due to security-related efficiencies resulting from the combined 
fence). This alternative is not environmentally superior to the DeWitt Nelson project. 

Alternative 2 would result in similar impacts to implementation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. There is 
one exception. This alternative would result in slightly fewer impacts to biological resources due to the 
minimization of tree removal, and subsequent impacts to nesting raptors, and the decreased potential for mortality 
of wildlife species due to the decreased length of the lethal electrified fence. However, these project impacts are 
mitigated to a less-than-significant level; therefore, the impact reduction would be slight (and would still require 
the same mitigation). This alternative is slightly environmentally superior to the DeWitt Nelson project. 

Out of all alternatives evaluated, the No Project Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative. 
CEQA requires (CCR Section 15126.6[e] [2]) that if the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project 
alternative, another environmentally superior alternative shall be identified among the other alternatives. In the 
case of the range of alternatives evaluated, the overall environmental impacts of the alternatives are very similar, 
not only among the alternatives, but also similar to the DeWitt Nelson project. As described above, Alternative 1 
would result in similar impacts to the DeWitt Nelson facility within each environmental issue area. Alternative 2 
would also have similar impacts to the DeWitt Nelson Project, but slightly reduced impacts to biological 
resources and increased impacts to visual resources. Overall, Alternative 2 is environmentally superior to the 
project, but only slightly.  

1.5.5 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE TO THE NCRF PROJECT  

The Reduced Bed Alternative is the only alternative to the NCRF project that was analyzed in detail. As 
mentioned above, the Alternative would result in some reduction in the level of environmental impacts associated 
with employee vehicle trip generation (most notably global climate change and traffic). Overall the Alternative 
would result in less (although not substantially less) overall impact to the environment than the proposed NCRF 
project.  

Implementation of the No Project Alternative would avoid the proposed projects’ significant and unavoidable 
impacts associated with air quality and climate change, conversion of farmland, traffic impacts, cumulative 
contribution to significant impacts associated with future wastewater treatment facility expansion, and nighttime 
glare. The No Project Alternative would therefore be the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  

CEQA requires (CCR Section 15126.6[e] [2]) that if the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project 
alternative, another environmentally superior alternative shall be identified among the other alternatives. Because 
the Reduced Bed Alternative would result in somewhat less impact to the environment, the Alternative would be 
considered environmentally superior to the proposed NCRF project. However, a reduction in the number of beds 
would not go as far as the proposed project toward implementing the goals set forth in AB900 to increase male 
adult inmate prison capacity and associated support and program space to reduce overcrowding and improve 
living conditions for inmates—a critical objective of the project, and it would provide 20% less opportunity to 
provide program support for inmates preparing to reenter society at the end of their terms. 
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1.6 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

The State CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of the significant irreversible environmental changes that would 
occur should the project be implemented. A discussion of these changes as they relate to the proposed project is 
provided below. 

An example of significant irreversible environmental change is the irreversible and irretrievable commitment of 
resources (i.e. the permanent loss of resources for future or alternative purposes). Irreversible and irretrievable 
resources are those that cannot be recovered or recycled or those that are consumed or reduced to unrecoverable 
forms. The Master Plan Reuse would result in the irreversible and irretrievable commitment of energy and 
material resources during project construction, operation, and maintenance, including the following: 

► construction materials, including such resources as rocks, wood, concrete, glass, roof shingles, and steel;  

► land area committed to new project facilities;  

► conversion of open space to prison uses; 

► water supply for project operation; and 

► energy expended in the form of electricity, gasoline, diesel fuel, and oil for equipment and transportation 
vehicles that would be needed for project construction and operation. 

The use of these nonrenewable resources is expected to account for a minimal portion of the region’s resources 
and would not affect the availability of these resources for other needs within the region. Long-term operational 
energy and natural resource consumption is expected to be significant, although it would not exceed the capacity 
of energy suppliers to meet local demand once the new infrastructure is in place. Construction activities would not 
result in inefficient use of energy or natural resources. Construction contractors selected would use best available 
engineering techniques, construction and design practices, and equipment operating procedures. 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

4.1 Air Quality 

Impact 4.1-1: Generation of Short-term Construction-Related Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Emissions of NOX in 2011 (i.e., 20.5 TPY) would exceed 
SJVAPCD’s significance threshold of 10 TPY, and dust control 
measures that are contained in Regulation VIII along with other 
applicable SJVAPCD-recommended controls are not currently 
part of the project description. Thus, NOX and fugitive PM10 
and PM2.5 emissions from project construction could violate or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations, especially considering San Joaquin 
County’s nonattainment status for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. As a 
result, this impact would be significant. (Impact 4.1-1a) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.1-1a 
In order to reduce NOX emissions, CDCR will comply with 
SJVAPCD’s Rule 9510, “Indirect Source Review,” as required by 
SJVAPCD based on the project’s specifications. Rule 9510 
applies to project proponent that seeks to gain a final discretionary 
approval for a development project, or any portion thereof, that 
upon full buildout would include 50 residential units, 2,000 square 
feet of commercial space, 25,000 square feet of light-industrial 
space, or 9,000 square feet of any space, as well as similar minima 
for other land use types. Rule 9510 requires that exhaust emissions 
for construction equipment greater than 50 horsepower used or 
associated with the development project shall be reduced by 20% 
of the total NOX and by 45% of the total PM10 exhaust emissions, 
as compared with statewide average emissions estimated by ARB. 
These reductions can achieved through any combination of on-site 
emission reduction measures or off-site fees. In order to achieve 
these required reductions CDCR may reduce construction 
emissions on-site by requiring its contractors to (as stated in Rule 
9510):  
► use less polluting construction equipment (compared to the 

statewide average as estimated by ARB), which can be 
achieved by utilizing add-on controls, cleaner fuels, or newer, 
lower emitting equipment;  

► provide commercial electric power to the project site in 
adequate capacity to avoid or minimize the use of portable 
electric generators;  

► substitute of electric-powered equipment for diesel engine–
driven equipment equivalents (provided they are not run via a 
portable generator set); and 

► minimize idling time of construction equipment and trucks to 
a 5-minute maximum.  
 

LTS 
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Impacts 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

To comply with Rule 9510, CDCR will submit an Air Impact 
Assessment (AIA) application to SJVAPCD prior to initiation of 
construction, with all related conditions expressed in construction 
bid documents. CDCR and/or its contractors will submit the AIA 
application as early as possible in the process. The AIA 
application will be submitted on a form provided by SJVAPCD 
and will contain, at a minimum, the contact name and address for 
CDCR (and/or its contractors), a detailed project description, an 
on-site emission reduction checklist, a monitoring and reporting 
schedule, and an AIA. The AIA will quantify NOX and PM10 
emissions associated with project construction. This assessment 
will include the estimated construction baseline emissions, and the 
mitigated emissions for each applicable pollutant for project 
construction, or each phase thereof, and will quantify the off-site 
fee, if applicable.  
The ISR rule provides a method of calculating fees to be paid to 
offset any NOX and PM10 emission reductions that would not be 
achieved by implementation of on-site emission reduction 
measures such as selection of lower-emitting construction 
equipment and fuels. The monies collected from this fee will be 
used by SJVAPCD to reduce emissions in the air basin on behalf 
of the project, with the goal of offsetting the emissions increase 
from project construction by decreasing emissions elsewhere. 
More specifically, the fees received by the SJVAPCD are used in 
SJVAPCD’s existing Emission Reduction Incentive Program to 
fund emission reduction projects. CDCR will not begin any 
construction until the AIA application process is completed and 
the applicable off-site fee is paid to SJVAPCD for the applicable 
construction activity.  
In addition to meeting the emission reduction requirements 
required by Rule 9510, CDCR shall enter into an emissions 
reduction agreement with SJVAPCD to reduce construction-
related emissions of NOX to less than 10 TPY. As part of this 
agreement, CDCR will pay fees into SJVAPCD’s existing 
Emission Reduction Incentive Program. The monies collected 
from this fee will be used by SJVAPCD to reduce emissions in the 
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Table 1-1 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

air basin on behalf of the project, with the goal of offsetting the 
NOX emissions increase from project construction by decreasing 
emissions elsewhere. To the extent feasible, preference shall be 
given to off-site emission reduction projects that are located in or 
in close proximity to the project site. If approved by SJVAPCD, 
CDCR may develop a single emissions reduction agreement that 
also fulfills the compliance requirements of SJVAPCD’s ISR Rule 
(Rule 9510). CDCR will not begin any construction until the 
emissions reduction agreement is approved by SJVAPCD and the 
applicable off-site fee is paid to SJVAPCD for the applicable 
construction activity. 
In order to reduce fugitive PM10 and PM2.5 emissions, CDCR will 
require its contractors to provide sufficient equipment and 
personnel to comply with SJVAPCD’s Regulation VIII, “Fugitive 
Dust PM10 Prohibitions,” and implement all applicable control 
measures all seven days per week during project construction. 
Regulation VIII contains the following required control measures, 
among others, as provided by SJVAPCD’s Guide for Assessing 
and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (SJVAPCD 2002): 
► All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not 

being actively utilized for construction purposes, shall be 
effectively stabilized of dust emissions using water, chemical 
stabilizer/suppressant, covered with a tarp or other suitable 
cover or vegetative ground cover;  

► All on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access roads 
shall be effectively stabilized of dust emissions using water 
or chemical stabilizer/suppressant;  

► All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land 
leveling, grading, cut & fill, and demolition activities shall be 
effectively controlled of fugitive dust emissions utilizing 
application of water or by presoaking;  

► With the demolition of buildings up to six stories in height, 
all exterior surfaces of the building shall be wetted during 
demolition;  

► When materials are transported off-site, all material shall be 
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Impacts 
Significance 

Before 
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Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
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covered, or effectively wetted to limit visible dust emissions, 
and at least six inches of freeboard space from the top of the 
container shall be maintained;  

► All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the 
accumulation of mud or dirt from adjacent public streets at 
the end of each workday. (The use of dry rotary brushes is 
expressly prohibited except where preceded or accompanied 
by sufficient wetting to limit the visible dust emissions.) (Use 
of blower devices is expressly forbidden.);  

► Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of 
materials from, the surface of outdoor storage piles, said piles 
shall be effectively stabilized of fugitive dust emissions 
utilizing sufficient water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant;  

► Within urban areas, trackout shall be immediately removed 
when it extends 50 or more feet from the site and at the end 
of each workday; and 

► Any site with 150 or more vehicle trips per day shall prevent 
carryout and trackout. 

CDCR and/or its contractors will implement the following 
SJVAPCD-recommended enhanced and additional control 
measures, as provided by SJVAPCD’s Guide for Assessing and 
Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (SJVAPCD 2002), for all 
construction activities to further reduce fugitive dust emissions: 
► Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent 

silt runoff to public roadways from adjacent project areas 
with a slope greater than 1%. 

► Apply additional watering to disturbed surfaces when winds 
exceed 20 mph. 

NCRF Only 
Emissions of NOX in 2011 (i.e., 13.7 TPY) would exceed 
SJVAPCD’s significance threshold of 10 TPY, and dust control 
measures that are contained in Regulation VIII along with other 
applicable SJVAPCD-recommended controls are not currently 
part of the project description. Thus, NOX and fugitive PM10 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.1-1b 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.1-1a. 

LTS 
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

and PM2.5 emissions from project construction could violate or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations, especially considering San Joaquin 
County’s nonattainment status for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. As a 
result, this impact would be significant. (Impact 4.1-1b) 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
Emissions of NOX in 2011 (i.e., 34.2 TPY) and 2012 (i.e., 15.0) 
would exceed SJVAPCD’s significance threshold of 10 TPY, 
and dust control measures that are contained in Regulation VIII 
along with other applicable SJVAPCD-recommended controls 
are not currently part of the project description. Thus, NOX and 
fugitive PM10 and PM2.5 emissions from project construction 
could violate or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors 
to substantial pollutant concentrations, especially considering 
San Joaquin County’s nonattainment status for ozone, PM10, 
and PM2.5. As a result, this impact would be significant. 
(Impact 4.1-1c) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.1-1c: 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.1-1a. 

LTS 

Impact 4.1-2: Generation of Long-Term Operation-Related (Regional) Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Operation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in 
approximately 2.3 TPY of ROG, 3.7 TPY of NOX, 2.1 TPY of 
PM10, and .5 TPY of PM2.5 from area- and mobile-source 
emissions, which would not exceed SJVAPCD’s applicable 
thresholds. Though project-generated stationary-source 
emissions would be additive, such would be controlled through 
SJVAPCD’s permit process. Thus, project generated, 
operational-related regional emissions of criteria air pollutants 
and precursors would not violate or contribute substantially to 
an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. In 
addition, because SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds 
approximately correlate with land use project emission 
reduction requirements in the SIP, emissions associated with 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
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After 
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the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would not conflict with 
any air quality planning efforts. As a result, this impact would 
be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-2a) Because the area- and 
mobile-source emissions would not exceed SJAVAPCD’s 
thresholds, no mitigation measures are required; however, the 
proposed project would still be required to comply with 
SJVAPCD Rule 9510. 

NCRF Only 
Operation of the NCRF project would result in approximately 
2.2 TPY of ROG, 3.3 TPY of NOX, 1.9 TPY of PM10, and .4 
TPY of PM2.5 from area- and mobile-source emissions, which 
would not exceed SJVAPCD’s applicable thresholds. Though 
project-generated stationary-source emissions would be 
additive, such would be controlled through SJVAPCD’s permit 
process. Thus, project generated, operational-related regional 
emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors would not 
violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. In addition, because 
SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds approximately correlate 
with land use project emission reduction requirements in the 
SIP, emissions associated with the proposed NCRF project 
would not conflict with any air quality planning efforts. As a 
result, this impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-
2b) Because the area- and mobile-source emissions would not 
exceed SJAVAPCD’s thresholds, no mitigation measures are 
required; however, the proposed project would still require 
compliance with SJVAPCD Rule 9510. 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
Operation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would 
result in approximately 4.5 TPY of ROG, 7.0 TPY of NOX, 4.0 
TPY of PM10, and .9 TPY of PM2.5 from area- and mobile-
source emissions, which would not exceed SJVAPCD’s 
applicable thresholds. Though project-generated stationary-
source emissions would be additive, such would be controlled 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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through SJVAPCD’s permit process. Thus, project generated, 
operational-related regional emissions of criteria air pollutants 
and precursors would not violate or contribute substantially to 
an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. In 
addition, because SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds 
approximately correlate with land use project emission 
reduction requirements in the SIP, emissions associated with 
the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would not 
conflict with any air quality planning efforts. As a result, this 
impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-2c) Because 
the area- and mobile-source emissions would not exceed 
SJAVAPCD’s thresholds, no mitigation measures are required; 
however, the proposed project would still require compliance 
with SJVAPCD Rule 9510. 

Impact 4.1-3: Generation of Long-Term Operation-Related (Local) Mobile-Source Emissions of Carbon Monoxide 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
DeWitt Nelson project-generated long-term operational-related 
local mobile-source emissions of CO would not violate or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. As a result, this impact would be less than 
significant. (Impact 4.1-3a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
NCRF project-generated long-term operational-related local 
mobile-source emissions of CO would not violate or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation or 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. As a result, this impact would be less than 
significant. (Impact 4.1-3b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
DeWitt Nelson and NCRF combined project-generated long-
term operational-related local mobile-source emissions of CO 
would not violate or contribute substantially to an existing or 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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Impacts 
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Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

projected air quality violation or expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. As a result, this impact 
would be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-3c) 

Impact 4.1-4: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Emissions of Toxic Air Contaminants 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
With regards to construction-related activities, the use of off-
road heavy-duty equipment would be temporary and the nearest 
sensitive receptor is more than 500 feet from the project site 
(e.g., distance associated with a 70% decrease in emissions). 
For any proposed stationary sources of TACs, CDCR would 
comply with applicable rules and regulation and 
implementation of the proposed project would not locate any 
proposed sensitive receptors within ARB-recommended 
separation distances. As a result, implementation of the DeWitt 
Nelson project would not result in the exposure of sensitive 
receptors (existing or proposed) to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. This impact would be less than significant. 
(Impact 4.1-4a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
With regards to construction-related activities, the use of off-
road heavy-duty equipment would be temporary and the nearest 
sensitive receptor is more than 500 feet from the project site 
(e.g., distance associated with a 70% decrease in emissions). 
For any proposed stationary sources of TACs, CDCR would 
comply with applicable rules and regulation and 
implementation of the proposed project would not locate any 
proposed sensitive receptors within ARB-recommended 
separation distances. As a result, implementation of the NCRF 
project would not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors 
(existing or proposed) to substantial pollutant concentrations. 
This impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-4b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
With regards to construction-related activities, the use of off-
road heavy-duty equipment would be temporary and the nearest 
sensitive receptor is more than 500 feet from the project site 
(e.g., distance associated with a 70% decrease in emissions). 
For any proposed stationary sources of TACs, CDCR would 
comply with applicable rules and regulation and 
implementation of the proposed project would not locate any 
proposed sensitive receptors within ARB-recommended 
separation distances. As a result, implementation of the DeWitt 
Nelson and NCRF projects would not result in the exposure of 
sensitive receptors (existing or proposed) to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. This impact would be less than 
significant. (Impact 4.1-4c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.1-5: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Odors  

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would not 
include the construction or operation of any major odor sources 
and there have been no confirmed odor complaints about 
existing odor sources. Thus, implementation of the DeWitt 
Nelson project would not be anticipated to result in the 
exposure of sensitive receptors to objectionable odors. As a 
result, this impact would be less than significant.  
(Impact 4.1-5a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
Implementation of the NCRF project would not include the 
construction or operation of any major odor sources and there 
have been no confirmed odor complaints about existing odor 
sources. Thus, implementation of the NCRF project would not 
be anticipated to result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to 
objectionable odors. As a result, this impact would be less than 
significant. (Impact 4.1-5b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects 
would not include the construction or operation of any major 
odor sources and there have been no confirmed odor complaints 
about existing odor sources. Thus, implementation of the 
DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would not be anticipated to 
result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to objectionable 
odors. As a result, this impact would be less than significant. 
(Impact 4.1-5c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.1-2: Generation of Long-Term Operation-Related (Regional) Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Operation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in 
approximately 2.3 TPY of ROG, 3.7 TPY of NOX, 2.1 TPY of 
PM10, and .5 TPY of PM2.5 from area- and mobile-source 
emissions, which would not exceed SJVAPCD’s applicable 
thresholds. Though project-generated stationary-source 
emissions would be additive, such would be controlled through 
SJVAPCD’s permit process. Thus, project generated, 
operational-related regional emissions of criteria air pollutants 
and precursors would not violate or contribute substantially to 
an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. In 
addition, because SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds 
approximately correlate with land use project emission 
reduction requirements in the SIP, emissions associated with 
the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would not conflict with 
any air quality planning efforts. As a result, this impact would 
be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-2a) Because the area- and 
mobile-source emissions would not exceed SJAVAPCD’s 
thresholds, no mitigation measures are required; however, the 
proposed project would still be required to comply with 
SJVAPCD Rule 9510. 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 



C
D

C
R

 
 

N
C

R
F and D

eW
itt N

elson C
onversion Projects

Executive Sum
m

ary 
1-18 

D
EIR

 

NI = No Impact LTS = Less Than Significant  PS = Potentially Significant S = Significant SU = Significant and Unavoidable 

Table 1-1 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 
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NCRF Only 
Operation of the NCRF project would result in approximately 
2.2 TPY of ROG, 3.3 TPY of NOX, 1.9 TPY of PM10, and .4 
TPY of PM2.5 from area- and mobile-source emissions, which 
would not exceed SJVAPCD’s applicable thresholds. Though 
project-generated stationary-source emissions would be 
additive, such would be controlled through SJVAPCD’s permit 
process. Thus, project generated, operational-related regional 
emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors would not 
violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. In addition, because 
SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds approximately correlate 
with land use project emission reduction requirements in the 
SIP, emissions associated with the proposed NCRF project 
would not conflict with any air quality planning efforts. As a 
result, this impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-
2b) Because the area- and mobile-source emissions would not 
exceed SJAVAPCD’s thresholds, no mitigation measures are 
required; however, the proposed project would still require 
compliance with SJVAPCD Rule 9510. 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
Operation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would 
result in approximately 4.5 TPY of ROG, 7.0 TPY of NOX, 4.0 
TPY of PM10, and .9 TPY of PM2.5 from area- and mobile-
source emissions, which would not exceed SJVAPCD’s 
applicable thresholds. Though project-generated stationary-
source emissions would be additive, such would be controlled 
through SJVAPCD’s permit process. Thus, project generated, 
operational-related regional emissions of criteria air pollutants 
and precursors would not violate or contribute substantially to 
an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. In 
addition, because SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds 
approximately correlate with land use project emission 
reduction requirements in the SIP, emissions associated with 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 



N
C

R
F and D

eW
itt N

elson C
onversion Projects 

 
C

D
C

R
D

EIR
 

1-19 
Executive Sum

m
ary

 

NI = No Impact LTS = Less Than Significant  PS = Potentially Significant S = Significant SU = Significant and Unavoidable 

Table 1-1 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would not 
conflict with any air quality planning efforts. As a result, this 
impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-2c) Because 
the area- and mobile-source emissions would not exceed 
SJAVAPCD’s thresholds, no mitigation measures are required; 
however, the proposed project would still require compliance 
with SJVAPCD Rule 9510. 

Impact 4.1-3: Generation of Long-Term Operation-Related (Local) Mobile-Source Emissions of Carbon Monoxide 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
DeWitt Nelson project-generated long-term operational-related 
local mobile-source emissions of CO would not violate or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. As a result, this impact would be less than 
significant. (Impact 4.1-3a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
NCRF project-generated long-term operational-related local 
mobile-source emissions of CO would not violate or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation or 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. As a result, this impact would be less than 
significant. (Impact 4.1-3b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
DeWitt Nelson and NCRF combined project-generated long-
term operational-related local mobile-source emissions of CO 
would not violate or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation or expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. As a result, this impact 
would be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-3c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.1-4: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Emissions of Toxic Air Contaminants 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
With regards to construction-related activities, the use of off-
road heavy-duty equipment would be temporary and the nearest 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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Mitigation Measures 
Significance 
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sensitive receptor is more than 500 feet from the project site 
(e.g., distance associated with a 70% decrease in emissions). 
For any proposed stationary sources of TACs, CDCR would 
comply with applicable rules and regulation and 
implementation of the proposed project would not locate any 
proposed sensitive receptors within ARB-recommended 
separation distances. As a result, implementation of the DeWitt 
Nelson project would not result in the exposure of sensitive 
receptors (existing or proposed) to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. This impact would be less than significant. 
(Impact 4.1-4a) 

NCRF Only 
With regards to construction-related activities, the use of off-
road heavy-duty equipment would be temporary and the nearest 
sensitive receptor is more than 500 feet from the project site 
(e.g., distance associated with a 70% decrease in emissions). 
For any proposed stationary sources of TACs, CDCR would 
comply with applicable rules and regulation and 
implementation of the proposed project would not locate any 
proposed sensitive receptors within ARB-recommended 
separation distances. As a result, implementation of the NCRF 
project would not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors 
(existing or proposed) to substantial pollutant concentrations. 
This impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-4b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
With regards to construction-related activities, the use of off-
road heavy-duty equipment would be temporary and the nearest 
sensitive receptor is more than 500 feet from the project site 
(e.g., distance associated with a 70% decrease in emissions). 
For any proposed stationary sources of TACs, CDCR would 
comply with applicable rules and regulation and 
implementation of the proposed project would not locate any 
proposed sensitive receptors within ARB-recommended 
separation distances. As a result, implementation of the DeWitt 
Nelson and NCRF projects would not result in the exposure of 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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sensitive receptors (existing or proposed) to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. This impact would be less than 
significant. (Impact 4.1-4c) 

Impact 4.1-5: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Odors  

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would not 
include the construction or operation of any major odor sources 
and there have been no confirmed odor complaints about 
existing odor sources. Thus, implementation of the DeWitt 
Nelson project would not be anticipated to result in the 
exposure of sensitive receptors to objectionable odors. As a 
result, this impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-
5a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
Implementation of the NCRF project would not include the 
construction or operation of any major odor sources and there 
have been no confirmed odor complaints about existing odor 
sources. Thus, implementation of the NCRF project would not 
be anticipated to result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to 
objectionable odors. As a result, this impact would be less than 
significant. (Impact 4.1-5b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects 
would not include the construction or operation of any major 
odor sources and there have been no confirmed odor complaints 
about existing odor sources. Thus, implementation of the 
DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would not be anticipated to 
result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to objectionable 
odors. As a result, this impact would be less than significant. 
(Impact 4.1-5c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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4.2 Biological Resources 

Impact 4.2-1: Impacts to Giant Garter Snake and Northwestern Pond Turtle. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Disturbances and loss of up to 4.5 acres of upland habitat 
associated with construction of the new stormwater retention 
basin at the DeWitt Nelson site could result in injury or 
mortality of giant garter snakes and northwestern pond turtles. 
This would be a potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.2-1a)

PS Mitigation Measure to Impact 4.2-1a 
Consistent with the process outlined and encouraged by the San 
Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) for the CHCF project, 
prior to the site preparation activities, CDCR will request 
concurrence from the SJMSCP Joint Powers Authority (JPA) that 
the DeWitt Nelson project site qualifies for third- party 
participation in the SJMSCP because the project is consistent with 
permitted activities as defined in SJMSCP Section 8.2.2.c, “Major 
Impact Projects.” Upon receipt of the concurrence letter, CDCR 
will pay the Natural Lands and Agricultural Habitat Lands Fee 
(adjusted for inflation annually by the Joint Powers Authority) as 
defined in SJMSCP Section 7.4.1.2, “Agricultural Habitat Lands, 
Non-Vernal Pool Natural Lands, and Multipurpose Open Space 
Lands.” Fees will be paid as compensation for permanent loss of 
habitat for not only giant garter snake but also all other species 
covered under the SJMSCP, which would include raptor species 
such as Swainson’s hawk. Compensation ratios differ by the type 
of land, as defined in the SJMSCP (i.e., Agricultural Habitat 
Lands and Natural Lands, or Multipurpose Open Space Lands), 
that will be permanently lost as a result of the project. The 
SJMSCP Joint Powers Authority will determine the fee amount to 
be paid based on the acreage of disturbance per habitat type. The 
total acreage amount could be a minimum of 4.5 acres and up to 
21.5 acres. Additional disturbances to upland habitat for giant 
garter snake and northwest pond turtle could occur during the 
construction phase of the DeWitt Nelson project. Therefore, the 
following avoidance and minimization measures will also be 
implemented.  
► Giant Garter Snake. Consistent with the avoidance and 

minimization measures in the SJMSCP, CDCR will 
implement the following measures to reduce impacts on giant 
garter snake. Construction will occur during the active period 
for the snake, between May 1 and October 1. Between 

LTS 
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October 2 and April 30 , the JPA, with concurrence of the 
Permitting Agencies’ representatives on the Technical 
Advisory Committee (TAC), will determine if additional 
measures are necessary to minimize and avoid take. 

► Limit vegetation clearing within 200 feet of the banks of 
potential giant garter snake aquatic habitat (i.e., Littlejohns 
Creek) to the minimal area necessary. 

► Confine the movement of heavy equipment within 200 feet of 
the banks of potential giant garter snake habitat to existing 
roadways to minimize habitat disturbance. 

► Prior to ground disturbance, CDCR’s mitigation monitor 
representative or other appropriate representative shall 
provide all on-site construction personnel instruction 
regarding the presence of the SJMSCP Covered Species and 
the importance of avoiding impacts these species and their 
habitats. 

► In areas where wetlands, irrigation ditches, marsh areas, or 
other potential giant garter snake habitats are being retained 
on the site:  

• Install temporary fencing at the edge of the construction 
area and the adjacent wetland, marsh, or ditch; 

• Restrict working areas, spoils and equipment storage and 
other project activities to areas outside of marshes, 
wetlands, and ditches; and  

• Maintain water quality and limit construction runoff into 
wetland areas through the use of hay bales, filter fences, 
vegetative buffer strips, to other accepted equivalents. 

► CDCR’s mitigation monitor representative or other 
appropriate representative shall arrange pre -construction 
surveys for giant garter snake (conducted after completion of 
environmental reviews and prior to ground disturbance) will 
occur within 24 hours of ground disturbance. 

► Other provision of the USFWS Standard Avoidance and 
Minimization Measures during Construction in Giant Garter 
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Snake Habitat will be implemented (excluding programmatic 
mitigation ratios which are superseded by the SJMSCP’s 
mitigation ratios). 

► Northwestern Pond Turtle. Consistent with the avoidance 
and minimization measures in the SJMSCP, CDCR will 
implement the following measures to reduce impacts on 
northwestern pond turtle. All mitigation listed below will be 
limited to construction within 200 feet of potential aquatic 
habitat. 

► CDCR’s mitigation monitor representative or other 
appropriate representative shall secure a qualified biologist to 
conduct a preconstruction survey for northwestern pond turtle 
within 24 hours before ground-disturbing activities. If pond 
turtles are found within the construction area, they will be 
relocated by the biologist to adjacent habitat that would not be 
disturbed by construction activity. 

► If nesting areas for pond turtles are identified on the project 
site, then a buffer area of 300 feet will be established between 
the nesting site and the nearest aquatic habitat during the 
nesting period (April–November). These buffers will be 
indicated by temporary fencing if construction has begun or 
will begin before nesting periods are ended (the period from 
egg laying to emergence of hatchlings is normally April–
November). 

NCRF Only 
No suitable habitat for giant garter snake or northwestern pond 
turtle occurs on or adjacent to the NCRF project site. There 
would be no impact to giant garter snake or northwestern pond 
turtle (Impact 4.2-1b).  

NI No impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. NI 
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Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Disturbances and loss of upland habitat associated with 
construction on the new stormwater retention basin in the area 
adjacent to Littlejohns Creek resulting from implementation of 
the combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects could result in 
injury, or mortality of giant garter snakes and northwestern 
pond turtles. This would be a potentially significant impact. 
(Impact 4.2-1c) 

PS Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-1c 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-1a. 

LTS 

Impact 4.2-2: Impacts to Raptors 

Dewitt Nelson Only 
The loss of nesting and foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk 
and other raptor species, including burrowing owl and white-
tailed kite, would occur as a result of implementation of the 
DeWitt Nelson project, but would not result in a substantial 
adverse affect due to its low quality and the presence of 
additional higher quality habitat nearby. Project construction 
may disturb nesting raptor species located on or near the project 
site resulting in nest abandonment by adult birds and 
abandonment of chicks and eggs causing mortality. The 
potential loss of an active raptor nest would be considered a 
potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.2-2a) 

PS Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.2-2a 
As described above in Mitigation Measure 4.1-2a, prior to the 
ground disturbing activities third-party participation in the 
SJMSCP will be requested and the fees paid. The amount of 
nesting habitat required to be removed from the project site will be 
determined from final site plans, and the SJMSCP Joint Powers 
Authority will determine the total amount of the fees to be paid 
based on the acreage of disturbance.  
In addition, the following avoidance and minimization measures 
for Swainson’s hawk and other tree-nesting raptors and burrowing 
owl will be implemented. 
Swainson’s hawk and Other Tree-Nesting Raptors. Consistent 
with the avoidance and minimization measures in the SJMSCP, 
CDCR will implement the following measures to reduce impacts 
on Swainson’s hawk and other tree-nesting raptors: 
► If trees and floodlights are removed or otherwise disturbed 

between September 1 and February 15, (i.e. outside breeding 
season), then no further mitigation will be required. 

► If trees and floodlights are removed or otherwise disturbed 
between February 16 and August 31, then a qualified 
biologist will be retained to conduct preconstruction surveys 
for active raptor nests on and within 0.5 mile of the project 
site no more than 14 days and no less than 7 days before tree 
and floodlight disturbance activities. Surveys for Swainson’s 
hawks will follow the guidelines provided in the 
Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s 

LTS 
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Hawk Nesting Surveys in the Central Valley (DFG 2000). If 
no active nests are found, then no further mitigation will be 
required. 

► If active nests are found, the qualified biologist will establish 
a buffer around the tree or floodlight where the active nest is 
located. No project activity will commence within the buffer 
area until the qualified biologist confirms that the nest is no 
longer active or that the young have fully fledged. 
For Swainson’s hawk nests, DFG guidelines recommend 
implementation of 0.25- or 0.5-mile buffers, but the size of 
the buffer may be adjusted if a qualified biologist and DFG 
determine that it would not be likely to adversely affect the 
nest. Monitoring of the nest by a qualified biologist may be 
required if the activity has potential to adversely affect the 
nest. 

Burrowing Owl. Consistent with the avoidance and minimization 
measures in the SJMSCP, CDCR will implement the following 
measures to reduce impacts on burrowing owl: 
► In order to discourage burrowing owl occupation of the 

project site prior to construction, CDCR will first discourage 
use of the project site by ground squirrels, whose burrows are 
often used by burrowing owls, through the following 
methods: 

• CDCR will maintain the project site in a condition that 
prevents the establishment of ground squirrel and 
burrowing owl occupation of the project site (e.g., hand 
shoveling during non-nesting season). 

• Alternatively, if burrowing owls are not known on the 
project site and the area is an unlikely occupation site for 
red-legged frog, San Joaquin kit fox, or California tiger 
salamander. CDCR may disc or plow the entire project 
site to destroy any burrows. At the same time burrows 
are destroyed, ground squirrels should be removed 
through one of the approved methods described in 
Appendix A of the SJMSCP, Protecting Endangered 
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Species, Interim Measures for Use of Pesticides in San 
Joaquin County, dated March 2000.  

► If measures described above are not attempted or fail, the 
following measures will be implemented. These measures are 
consistent with procedures outlined in the California 
Department of Fish and Game’s Staff Report on Burrowing 
Owls (DFG 1995). 

• CDCR will retain a qualified biologist to conduct 
focused surveys for burrowing owls in areas of suitable 
habitat on and within 250 feet of the project site. Surveys 
will be conducted before project activity and in 
accordance with DFG protocol (DFG 1995). 

• If no occupied burrows are found in the survey area, a 
letter report documenting survey methods and findings 
will be submitted to DFG, and no further mitigation is 
necessary. If occupied burrows are found, to the extent 
feasible, establish a buffer of 165 feet around the 
occupied burrow during the nonbreeding season 
(September 1–January 31) or 250 feet during the 
breeding season (February 1–August 31). The size of the 
buffer area may be adjusted if a qualified biologist 
determines consistent with DFG Guidelines, that 
adjusting the buffer size would not be likely to have 
adverse effects. No project activity will commence 
within the buffer area until a qualified biologist confirms 
that the burrow is no longer occupied. If the burrow is 
occupied by a nesting pair, a minimum of 6.5 acres of 
foraging habitat contiguous to the burrow will be 
preserved (fenced off with temporary fencing) until the 
breeding season is over. 

• If occupied burrows cannot be avoided, during the non-
breeding season conduct on-site passive relocation 
techniques, pursuant to DFG guidelines, to encourage 
owls to move to alternative burrows outside of the 
impact area. No burrows found by the survey to be 
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occupied will be disturbed during the breeding season.

NCRF Only 
The loss of nesting and foraging habitat for raptor species 
including burrowing owl would occur as a result of 
implementation of the NCRF project. However, foraging and 
nesting habitat on the project site is of low quality, and higher 
quality habitat exists immediately adjacent to the project site 
and in the surrounding area. In addition, any loss of foraging 
habitat would be temporary. Thus, the loss of foraging habitat 
associated with implementation of the proposed NCRF project 
would not have a substantial adverse effect. However, project 
construction may disturb nesting raptor species on or near the 
project site should an active nest become established, resulting 
in nest abandonment by adult birds and of chicks and eggs 
causing mortality. This would be a potentially significant 
impact. (Impact 4.2-2b) 
 (Impact 4.2-2b) 

PS Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.2-2b 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-2a. 
However, as stated in Mitigation Measure 4.2-1a referenced in 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-2a the SJMSCP Joint Powers Authority 
will determine the fee amount to be paid based on the acreage of 
disturbance, but for the NCRF project, the total acreage amount 
could be up to 2 acres. 

LTS 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
The permanent loss of nesting and foraging habitat for 
Swainson’s hawk and other raptor species including burrowing 
owl and white-tailed kite would occur as a result of 
implementation of the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 
projects. Project construction may disturb nesting raptor species 
located on or near the project site resulting in nest abandonment 
by adult birds and abandonment of chicks and eggs causing 
mortality. This would be a potentially significant impact. 
(Impact 4.2-2c) 

PS Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.2-2c 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-2a. 

LTS 

Impact 4.2-3: Injury or Mortality of Special-Status Bat Species. 

Dewitt Nelson Only 
Disturbance to roosting bats due to rehabilitation and/or 
demolition to buildings on the DeWitt Nelson project site could 
result in injury, or mortality of pallid bats. This would be a 
potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.2-4a) 

PS Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.2-3a 
Prior to construction, surveys for roosting bats on the project site 
will be conducted by a qualified biologist. Surveys may consist of 
a daytime pedestrian survey looking for evidence of bat use (e.g., 
guano) and/or an evening emergence survey to note the presence 
or absence of bats. The type of survey will depend on the 

LTS 
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condition of the buildings at the time of demolition. If no bat 
roosts are found, then no further study is required. If evidence of 
bat use is observed, the number and species of bats using the roost 
will be determined. Bat detectors may be used to supplement 
survey efforts, but are not required. 
If roosts of pallid bats are determined to be present and must be 
removed, the bats will be excluded from the roosting site before 
the facility is removed. A mitigation program addressing 
compensation, exclusion methods, and roost removal procedures 
will be developed in consultation with DFG before 
implementation. Exclusion methods may include use of one-way 
doors at roost entrances (bats may leave but not reenter), or 
sealing roost entrances when the site can be confirmed to contain 
no bats. Exclusion efforts may be restricted during periods of 
sensitive activity (e.g., during hibernation or while females in 
maternity colonies are nursing young). The loss of each roost (if 
any) may need to be replaced, However, the need for roost 
replacement will be based on a number of factors (i.e., size of 
colony, evidence of significant use, etc) and will be determined in 
consultation with DFG. Should it be determined that roost 
replacement is necessary, the ratio of roost replacement would 
also be determined in consultation with DFG, and may include 
construction and installation of bat boxes suitable to the bat 
species and colony size excluded from the original roosting site. 
Roost replacement will be implemented before bats are excluded 
from the original roost sites. Once the replacement roosts are 
constructed and it is confirmed that bats are not present in the 
original roost site, the building may be removed or renovated. 

NCRF Only 
Disturbance to roosting bats due to rehabilitation and/or 
demolition to buildings on the NCRF project site could result in 
injury, or mortality of pallid bats. This would be a potentially 
significant impact. (Impact 4.2-3b) 

PS Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.2-3b 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-3a. 

LTS 
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Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Disturbance to roosting bats due to rehabilitation and/or 
demolition of buildings on the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 
project sites could result in injury, or mortality of pallid bats. 
This would be a potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.2-3c)

PS Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.2-3c 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-3a. 

LTS 

Impact 4.2-4: Injury or Mortality of Tricolored Blackbirds. 

Dewitt Nelson Only 
Direct disturbance to potential breeding habitat for tricolored 
blackbird would not occur as a result of implementation of the 
DeWitt Nelson project and disturbances related to construction 
of the new stormwater retention basin in the area adjacent to 
existing habitat is not expected to cause injury or mortality of 
tricolored blackbirds. This would be a less-than-significant 
impact. (Impact 4.2-4a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
No suitable habitat for tricolored blackbird occurs on or 
adjacent to the NCRF project site. There would be no impact 
to tricolored blackbird. (Impact 4.2-4b) 

NI No impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. NI 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Direct disturbance to potential breeding habitat for tricolored 
blackbird would not occur as a result of implementation of the 
DeWitt Nelson project and disturbances related to construction 
of the new stormwater retention basin in the area adjacent to 
existing habitat is not expected to cause injury or mortality of 
tricolored blackbirds. This would be a less-than-significant 
impact. (Impact 4.2-4c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.2-5: Mortality of Special-Status Wildlife Species from the Lethal Electrified Fence. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Mortality of sensitive and common wildlife species due to 
electrocution by contacting the proposed lethal electrified fence 
at the DeWitt Nelson site could result in a substantial reduction 
of the local populations of the local populations of the affected 
species over time. This would be a potentially significant 

PS Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.2-5a 
CDCR will consult with USFWS and DFG regarding the DeWitt 
Nelson project and anticipated wildlife mortality and will take 
appropriate actions to minimize wildlife electrocutions to the 
extent feasible and compensate for impacts on native wildlife 
species. It is anticipated that this will be accomplished by 

LTS 
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impact. (Impact 4.2-5a) following the mitigation approached in the Statewide Electrified 
Fence HCP, although the DeWitt Nelson project would not be 
covered by the HCP. A monitoring program consistent with the 
monitoring program established in the Statewide Electrified Fence 
HCP would be developed to document wildlife mortality and 
ensure compliance with Tier 1 and Tier 2 measures. The tiered 
mitigation approach used by the HCP to offset potential adverse 
effects on birds protected under MBTA and the California Fish 
and Game Code is outlined below. 
► Tier 1: These mitigation measures are designed to eliminate 

or reduce wildlife attractants near the prison perimeter by 
implementing specific maintenance and operation 
procedures. By making the perimeter less hospitable, wildlife 
will frequent this area less often, thus reducing their exposure 
to accidental electrocution. Tier 1 maintenance and operation 
procedures will include: 

► Minimization of vegetation in the vicinity of the lethal 
electrified fence perimeter. This will include removal of 
vegetation growing between and adjacent to chain link fences 
that surround lethal electrified fences and keeping the first 
100 feet of vacant land outside the perimeter and patrol road 
free of vegetation. Landscaping vegetation near the lethal 
electrified fence will be minimized and will be trimmed or 
mowed to reduce its attractiveness to wildlife. Facility 
landscaping will be designed to provide as little cover and as 
few foraging and nesting opportunities as possible. Detailed 
information, including recommended landscape plantings that 
are less attractive to wildlife, can be found in the Handbook 
to Reduce Wildlife Use (CDCR1996). 

► Minimization of standing water near the fence perimeter. 
Rainwater will not be allowed to stand in or near the 
perimeter for more than 24 hours after a storm. Localized 
recontouring, excavation of ditches, and placement of gravel 
will occur to prevent ponding. Weeds, grasses, or emergent 
vegetation will be removed from ditches regularly. 
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

► Timely correction of erosion gaps and spaces under fencing. 
Inner and outer chain link fences will be inspected weekly to 
ensure that no gaps or spaces have formed. All eroded areas 
will be filled with soil or gravel as soon as feasible to prevent 
animals from entering electrified-fence areas. 

► Proper storage of materials and waste. To the extent 
feasible, equipment, supplies, rubble, or pallets will not be 
stored (temporarily or permanently) within 200 feet of either 
side of the fence perimeter. Garbage cans and dumpsters will 
be covered at all times and emptied as often as required to 
prevent overflow. The area within 200 feet of the fence 
perimeter will be kept free of all trash, litter, and loose food 
waste. 

► Tier 2: These mitigation measures consist of both exclusion 
and deterrent devices. Tier 2 measures to be installed on the 
proposed lethal electrified fence are listed below. 

► Vertical netting. Past analysis of the locations of carcasses 
has shown that wildlife kills were typically the result of 
animals contacting the lowest nine wires, because wires are 
vertically closer together, resulting in more opportunities for 
birds to contact two lethal wires or a wire and a ground. 
CDCR shall install three-quarter-inch mesh vertical netting 
enveloping both sides of the lower section of the lethal 
electrified fence, which will prevent most birds from 
contacting the fence. 

► Anti-perching wire. Several birds have been electrocuted as a 
result of contacting electrified wires while perching, or 
attempting to perch, on the grounding brackets and fence 
posts of the lethal electrified fence. Anti-perching wires, 
which consist of 2- to 4- inch pieces of stiff wire connected to 
an aluminum base, will be strategically attached to the tops of 
perching sites in and near the perimeter. Once installed, this 
wire will reduce the ability of birds to perch near the lethal 
electrified fence, thus reducing exposure to accidental 
electrocutions. 
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► Tier 3: These mitigation measures compensate for residual 
wildlife mortality impacts. CDCR will contribute funds to an 
existing non-profit organization that creates and manages 
habitat enhancement areas that would improve opportunities 
for reproductive success of birds likely to be adversely 
affected by the project. Birds likely to be adversely affected 
will be predicted based on the results of mortality monitoring 
at comparable CDCR facilities and based on birds expected 
to occur in the project vicinity based on surrounding habitat. 
Mechanisms for implementing the mitigation will be similar 
to those previously utilized by CDCR for the Statewide and 
Six Prison Electrified Fence Projects and may include 
additional funding for a project to which CDCR has already 
contributed as part of these existing projects. The San 
Joaquin Valley will be targeted, but mitigation could be 
implemented at federal, state, or private lands located 
anywhere in California if the lands support a large percentage 
of the species at risk of electrocution at the project site. The 
amount of funding contributed would depend on the acreage 
of habitat that would benefit from the mitigation. The 
mitigation acreage required would be determined by 
CDCR(in coordination with USFWS and CDFG) based on 
the anticipated annual mortality of native birds and the area 
required to support an equivalent number of individuals of 
the species at greatest risk of electrocution. 

► As an alternative to working with an existing non-profit 
organization, CDCR will request participation in the 
SJMSCP, and if participation is granted, CDCR will 
coordinate with SJCOG staff regarding appropriate 
mitigation for wildlife mortality associated with the lethal 
electrified fence. The process outlined above for calculating 
acreage of compensatory mitigation would remain the same. 



C
D

C
R

 
 

N
C

R
F and D

eW
itt N

elson C
onversion Projects

Executive Sum
m

ary 
1-34 

D
EIR

 

NI = No Impact LTS = Less Than Significant  PS = Potentially Significant S = Significant SU = Significant and Unavoidable 

Table 1-1 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

NCRF Only 
Mortality of sensitive and common wildlife species due to 
electrocution by contacting the proposed lethal electrified fence 
at NCRF could result in a substantial reduction of the local 
populations of the affected species over time. This would be a 
potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.2-5b) 

PS Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.2-5b 
Habitat compensation for residual wildlife impacts associated with 
operation of the lethal electrified fence at the NCRF site (formerly 
the NCWF facility) was provided in the HCP for the Statewide 
Electrified Fence Project. Collectively, the Statewide HCP is 
providing 2,565 acres of mitigation at 10 sites to offset the loss of 
individuals from electrified-fence mortality by improving 
reproductive success elsewhere in the state. The compensatory 
mitigation for the Statewide Electrified Fence Project’s HCP 
includes habitat acquisition, restoration, management, and creation 
of 71 acres of riparian woodland, 1,162 acres of scrub/savanna, 
700 acres of grassland/ agriculture, 250 acres of mixed oak/pine 
woodland, 202 acres of emergent wetland/open water, and 180 
acres of montane/coastal forest. Because habitat compensation for 
mortality of wildlife species due to operation of the lethal 
electrified fence at the NCRF site was included in the Statewide 
HCP, no additional compensatory mitigation is required. 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-4a 
(except for Tier 3 Mitigation). 

LTS 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Mortality of sensitive and common wildlife species due to 
electrocution by contacting the proposed lethal electrified 
fences at the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson sites could result in a 
substantial reduction of the local populations of the local 
populations of the affected species over time. This would be a 
potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.2-5c) 

PS Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.2-5c 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-5a. 

LTS 

Impact 4.2-6: Consistency with Local Plan, Policies, and Ordinances. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Because native tree species provide important habitat for 
special-status species and removal of mature trees (trees greater 
than 4–6 inches at dbh) could degrade this habitat, the removal 
of mature native trees would be a significant impact.  
(Impact 4.2-6a) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-6a  
A formal tree survey will be conducted on the DeWitt Nelson 
project site in order to determine the number and classification 
(i.e., native or heritage) of all trees that may be removed. CDCR 
will implement the following measures to reduce impacts on 
native oak trees: 
► Minimize the number of native oak trees to be removed to the 

greatest extent feasible (i.e., retain trees that would not result 

LTS 
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Mitigation Measures 
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in safety or operational concerns) 

► Replace all native oak trees removed by project construction 
activity consistent with the provisions outlined in section 9-
1505.4 of the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010. 
Removal of any native oak of suitable size (i.e., 4–6 inches 
dbh) would be replaced at a 3:1 ratio. Heritage oaks would be 
replaced at a ratio of 5:1.  

► Use trees from healthy commercial nursery stock and/or 
acorns from the tree removed when establishing new trees. 

► Ensure that trees are established and maintained for at least 3 
years. 

► Plant trees as near as possible to the location from which they 
were removed. Potential on-site areas for replacement 
planting would be in the parking lot, near the firing range, or 
in other areas that would not interfere with operation of the 
lethal electrified fence, or alternatively, an offsite location 
will be identified, as near to the project site as feasible. 

► Trees will be planted between October 1 and December 31, 
and no later than 12 months after the date of tree removal. 

Alternatively, CDCR may consult with the County and the 
SJCOG regarding offsite replacement options where one or both 
of these entities will accept responsibility for the planting and 
maintenance of the replacement trees. If it is determined, in 
consultation with the County and SJCOG, that this is a viable 
option, mitigation requirements would be consistent with those 
listed above and additional measures may be required.  

NCRF Only 
No mature native oaks would be removed from the NCRF 
project site. There would be no impact to native oaks.  
(Impact 4.2 6b) 

NI No impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. NI 
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Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Because native tree species provide important habitat for 
special-status species and removal of mature trees (trees greater 
than 4–6 inches at dbh) could degrade this habitat, CDCR 
considers the removal of mature native trees to be a significant 
impact. (Impact 4.2-6c) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-7c  
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-6a. 

LTS 

4.3 Cultural Resources 

Impact 4.3-1: Impact to Known Historic or Archaeological Resources 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
No known prehistoric or historic archaeological resources are 
known to exist within the DeWitt Nelson project site. Because 
no resources have been identified on the project site, the 
proposed project would not cause an adverse change as defined 
in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines and this would be 
a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.3-1a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
No known prehistoric or historic archaeological resources are 
known to exist within the NCRF project site. Because no 
resources have been identified on the site, the proposed project 
would not cause an adverse change as defined in Section 
15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines and this would be a less-
than-significant impact. (Impact 4.3-1b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
No known prehistoric or historic archaeological resources are 
known to exist within the project site. Because no resources 
have been identified on the project site, the proposed project 
would not cause an adverse change as defined in Section 
15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines and this would be a less-
than-significant impact. (Impact 4.3-1c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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Impact 4.3-2: Impacts to Unique Archaeological Resources 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
The potential exists for previously unidentified unique 
archaeological remains to be discovered below the ground 
surface during implementation of the DeWitt Nelson facility. A 
unique archaeological resource could be adversely affected by 
the proposed project. This would be a significant impact on 
unique archeological resources. (Impact 4.3-2a) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-2a 
If cultural materials (e.g., unusual amounts of shell, animal bone, 
bottle glass, ceramics, structure/building remains) are 
inadvertently discovered on the project sites during project-related 
construction activities, ground disturbances in the area of the find 
will be halted and a qualified professional archaeologist will be 
notified of the discovery. The archaeologist will determine 
whether the resource is potentially eligible for listing in the 
CRHR. If additional as-yet-unidentified resources are determined 
to be eligible for listing, the archaeologist will develop appropriate 
avoidance measures and assist with project redesign and/or 
monitoring; or if construction cannot be planned to avoid impacts, 
the archaeologist will develop appropriate mitigation, which could 
include such actions as preservation in place, documentation of 
the find, or data recovery. Mitigation will be fully implemented 
before construction activities resume in the vicinity of the find. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
The potential exists for previously unidentified unique 
archaeological remains to be discovered below the ground 
surface during implementation of the NCRF facility. A unique 
archaeological resource could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project. This would be a significant impact on unique 
archeological resources. (Impact 4.3-2b) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-2b 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-2a. 

LTS 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
The potential exists for previously unidentified unique 
archaeological remains to be discovered below the ground 
surface during implementation of the DeWitt Nelson and 
NCRF facilities. A unique archaeological resource could be 
adversely affected by the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects. 
This would be a significant impact on unique archeological 
resources. (Impact 4.3-2c) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-2c 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-2a. 

LTS 
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Impact 4.3-3: Impacts to Human Burials

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Although unlikely, it is possible that previously unidentified 
human remains may be uncovered during ground-disturbing 
activities of the DeWitt Nelson facility. This would be a 
significant impact on human remains. (Impact 4.3-3a) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-3a 
In accordance with the California Health and Safety Code, if 
human remains are uncovered during ground-disturbing activities, 
all such activities in the vicinity of the find will be halted 
immediately and CDCR or its designated representative will be 
notified. CDCR will immediately notify the county coroner and a 
qualified professional archaeologist. The coroner will examine all 
discoveries of human remains within 48 hours of receiving notice 
of the discovery. If the coroner determines that the remains are 
those of a Native American, he or she will contact the NAHC by 
phone within 24 hours of making that determination. CDCR or its 
appointed representative and the professional archaeologist will 
consult with a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) designated by the 
NAHC regarding the removal or preservation and avoidance of the 
remains and determine whether additional burials could be present 
in the vicinity. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
Although unlikely, it is possible that previously unidentified 
human remains may be uncovered during ground-disturbing 
activities of the NCRF facility. This would be a significant 
impact on human remains. (Impact 4.3-3a) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-3b 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-3a. 

LTS 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
Although unlikely, it is possible that previously unidentified 
human remains may be uncovered during ground-disturbing 
activities of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities. This 
would be significant impact on human remains. 
(Impact 4.3-3c) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-3c 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-3a. 

LTS 
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4.4 Employment, Population and Housing 

Impact 4.4-1: Potential to Induce Substantial Population Growth During Construction 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
In a region with a relatively large labor pool and high 
unemployment, it is anticipated that the available workforce 
would provide a pool of employees that could adequately meet 
the proposed DeWitt Nelson project’s short-term construction 
employment needs (up to 480 workers) without resulting in 
substantial in-migration of new residents to the region. This 
impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.4-1a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
In a region with a relatively large labor pool and high 
unemployment, it is anticipated that the available workforce 
would provide a pool of employees that could adequately meet 
the proposed NCRF project’s short-term construction 
employment needs (up to 100 workers) without resulting in 
substantial in-migration of new residents to the region. This 
impact would be less than significant (Impact 4.4-1b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
In a region with a relatively large labor pool and high 
unemployment, it is anticipated that the available workforce 
would provide a pool of employees that could adequately meet 
the combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities short-term 
construction employment needs (up to 580 workers) without 
resulting in substantial in-migration of new residents to the 
region. This impact would be less than significant. (Impact 
4.4-1c)  

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.4-2: Potential to Induce Substantial Population Growth by Increasing Long-Term Employment Opportunities 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
The DeWitt Nelson project would provide jobs to an estimated 
450 new employees for operation of the facility. Some of these 
employees would likely be new to the region. The demand for 
housing for new employees would be met by the surrounding 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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metropolitan region within the existing housing stock and as a 
component of planned future growth. Because there is already 
an ample supply of housing in the region, as well as a number 
of planned housing projects that would construct tens of 
thousands of new homes, the population growth related to 
approximately 450 new employment opportunities at the 
DeWitt Nelson facility would not be sufficient to stimulate new 
development, the construction of which could result in 
significant environmental impacts, and the project-related 
population growth would be included in the growth projections 
of the regional and local communities. Therefore, this would be 
a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.4-2a) 

NCRF Only 
The NCRF project would provide jobs to an estimated 
maximum of 400 new employees for operation of the facility. 
Some of these employees would likely be new to the region. 
The demand for housing for new employees would be met by 
the surrounding metropolitan region within the existing housing 
stock and as a component of planned future growth. Because 
there is already an ample supply of housing in the region, as 
well as a number of planned housing projects that would 
construct tens of thousands of new homes, the population 
growth related to 350-400 new employment opportunities at the 
NCRF facility would not be sufficient to stimulate new 
development, the construction of which could result in 
significant environmental impacts, and the project-related 
population growth would be included in the growth projections 
of the regional and local communities. Therefore, this would be 
a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.4-2b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
The combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would 
provide jobs to an estimated 850 new employees for operation 
of the facilities. Some of these employees would likely be new 
to the region. The demand for housing for new employees 
would be met by the surrounding metropolitan region within 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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the existing housing stock and as a component of planned 
future growth. Because there is already an ample supply of 
housing in the region, as well as a number of planned housing 
projects that would construct tens of thousands of new homes, 
the population growth related to approximately 850 new 
employment opportunities at the combined DeWitt Nelson and 
NCRF facilities would not be sufficient to stimulate new 
development, the construction of which could result in 
significant environmental impacts, and the project-related 
population growth would be included in the growth projections 
of the regional and local communities. Therefore, this would be 
a less-than-significant impact (Impact 4.4-2c) 

Impact 4.4-3: Potential to Induce Substantial Population Growth or Physical Deterioration of a Community Caused by the Inmate Population. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
The housing of 1,133 inmates, including medical and mental 
health patients on the DeWitt Nelson project site, would not be 
considered a substantial adverse effect because population 
growth in the correctional facility is not, in itself, an 
environmental effect (although it has implications related to 
increased demand for public utilities [e.g., water, wastewater], 
which are addressed in Section 4.12, “Utilities and Service 
Systems”). Other potential physical impacts on the community, 
including urban decay or other physical deterioration of a 
community, caused by project-related local economic decline, 
would not occur. This would be a less-than-significant impact. 
(Impact 4.4-3a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
The housing of 500 inmates at the proposed NCRF would not 
be considered a substantial adverse effect because population 
growth in the correctional facility is not, in itself, an 
environmental effect (although it has implications related to 
increased demand for public utilities [e.g., water, wastewater], 
which are addressed in Section 4.12, “Utilities and Service 
Systems”). Further, the reentry facility is sited in the County of 
San Joaquin to serve inmates planned to be released to the 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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Counties of San Joaquin, Calaveras, and Amador; inmates are 
released by CDCR to the County in which they committed the 
crimes they are incarcerated for, and typically these are the 
towns the inmates lived in prior to incarceration. Other 
potential physical impacts on the community, including urban 
decay or other physical deterioration of a community, caused 
by project-related local economic decline, would not occur. 
This would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.4-3b) 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
The housing of up to 1,633 inmates under the combined DeWitt 
Nelson and NCRF scenario would not be considered a 
substantial adverse effect because population growth in the 
correctional facility is not, in itself, an environmental effect 
(although it has implications related to increased demand for 
public utilities [e.g., water, wastewater], which are addressed in 
Section 4.12, “Utilities and Service Systems”). Other potential 
physical impacts on the community, including urban decay or 
other physical deterioration of a community, caused by project-
related local economic decline, would not occur. This would be 
a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.4-3c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.4-4: Potential to Induce Substantial Population Growth in Specific Locations that would Necessitate Construction of New Housing. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Adequate vacant housing exists to accommodate new DeWitt 
Nelson employees, even assuming 100% in-migration from 
outside the local region. In addition, a substantial number of 
approved housing units are available for construction. 
Furthermore, no single city would receive a substantial number 
of new residents. Therefore, the proposed DeWitt Nelson 
project would not generate substantial new growth that would 
necessitate new housing. The impact is less than significant. 
(Impact 4.4-4a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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NCRF Only 
Adequate vacant housing exists to accommodate new NCRF 
employees, even assuming 100% in-migration from outside the 
local region. In addition, a substantial number of approved 
housing units are available for construction. Furthermore, no 
single city would receive a substantial number of new residents. 
Therefore, the proposed NCRF project would not generate 
substantial new growth that would necessitate new housing. 
The impact is less than significant. (Impact 4.4-4b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
Adequate vacant housing exists to accommodate new NCRF 
and DeWitt Nelson employees, even assuming 100% in-
migration from outside the local region. In addition, a 
substantial number of approved housing units are available for 
construction. Furthermore, no single city would receive a 
substantial number of new residents. Therefore, the combined 
NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would not generate 
substantial new growth that would necessitate new housing. 
The impact is less than significant. (Impact 4.4-4c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

4.5 Geology, Soils, Mineral Resources, and Paleontology 

Impact 4.5-1: Exposure of People to Injury and Structures to Damage Resulting from Seismic Hazards 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
No active or potentially active faults are located on or near the 
DeWitt Nelson project site, and the site is not located in an 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. Further, project facilities 
would be designed to comply with the most recent requirements 
of the CBC, which has provisions for seismic safety. This would 
be a less-than-significant seismic hazard impact. (Impact 4.5-1a)

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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NCRF Only 
No active or potentially active faults are located on or near the 
NCRF project site, and the site is not located in an Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. Further, project facilities would 
be designed to comply with the most recent requirements of the 
CBC, which has provisions for seismic safety. This would be a 
less-than-significant seismic hazard impact. (Impact 4.5-1b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
No active or potentially active faults are located on or near the 
DeWitt Nelson and NCRF sites and the sites are not located in an 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. Further, project facilities 
would be designed to comply with the most recent requirements of 
the CBC, which has provisions for seismic safety. This would be a 
less-than-significant seismic hazard impact. (Impact 4.5-1c). 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.5-2: Impacts from Expansive Soils

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Although expansive soil properties are located on the DeWitt 
Nelson site, CDCR would design all on-site facilities in 
accordance with CBC design standards, which regulate grading 
activities including construction on expansive soils. Thus, 
appropriate site-specific engineering design measures would be 
required by law to minimize any potential expansive soils 
impacts. This impact would be less-than-significant impact. 
(Impact 4.5-2a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
Although expansive soil properties are located on the NCRF 
site, CDCR would design and construct all structures in 
accordance with CBC design standards, which regulate grading 
activities including construction on expansive soils. Thus, 
appropriate site-specific engineering design measures would be 
required to minimize potential impacts related to expansive 
soils. This impact would be less than significant. 
(Impact 4.5-2b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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Mitigation Measures 
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Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
Although expansive soil properties are located on the DeWitt 
Nelson and NCRF sites, CDCR would design and construct all 
structures in accordance with CBC design standards, which 
regulate grading activities including construction on expansive 
soils. Thus, appropriate site-specific engineering design 
measures would be required to minimize adverse impacts 
related to expansive soils. This impact would be less than 
significant (Impact 4.5-2c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.5-3: Potential Impacts from Temporary, Short-term Erosion and Loss of Topsoil 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Because CDCR would implement appropriate stormwater 
controls in accordance with federal and state requirements that 
would reduce potential runoff during construction, the DeWitt 
Nelson project would result in less-than-significant impacts 
related to soil erosion. (Impact 4.5-3a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
Because CDCR would implement appropriate stormwater 
controls in accordance with federal and state requirements that 
would reduce potential runoff during construction, the NCRF 
project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to 
soil erosion. (Impact 4.5-3b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
Because CDCR would implement appropriate stormwater 
controls in accordance with state requirements that would 
reduce potential runoff during construction, the DeWitt Nelson 
and NCRF projects would result in less-than-significant 
impacts related to soil erosion. (Impact 4.5-3c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.5-4: Potential Damage to Unknown, Potentially Unique Paleontological Resources 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
The DeWitt Nelson project site is underlain by younger 
Pleistocene-age sediments of the Modesto Formation, which is 
considered a paleontologically sensitive rock under SVP 

PS Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.5-4a 
Before the start of grading, excavation, or demolition, whichever 
comes first, at the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson locations, CDCR 
will retain a qualified paleontologist or archaeologist to alert all 

LTS 
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guidelines (1995). The potential exists for damage to vertebrate 
fossils during construction-related activities at the project site. 
This would be a potentially significant impact to 
paleontological resources. (Impact 4.5-4a) 

construction personnel involved with earthmoving activities, 
including the site superintendent, about the possibility of 
encountering fossils. The appearance and types of fossils likely to 
be seen during construction will be described. Construction 
personnel will be trained about the proper notification procedures 
should fossils be encountered. If paleontological resources are 
discovered during earthmoving activities, the construction crew 
will be directed to immediately cease work in the vicinity of the 
find and notify the CDCR Project Director. CDCR will retain a 
qualified paleontologist to evaluate the resource and prepare a 
mitigation plan in accordance with SVP guidelines (1996). The 
mitigation plan may include a field survey, construction 
monitoring, sampling and data recovery procedures, museum 
storage coordination for any specimen recovered, and a report of 
findings. Recommendations determined by CDCR to be necessary 
and feasible will be implemented before construction or 
demolition activities can resume at the site where the 
paleontological resources were discovered. 
Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce 
potentially significant impacts related to potential damage to 
unique paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level 
because construction workers would be alerted to the possibility of 
encountering paleontological resources, and if resources were 
encountered, fossil specimens would be recovered and recorded 
and would undergo appropriate curation. 

NCRF Only 
The NCRF project site is underlain by younger Pleistocene-age 
sediments of the Modesto Formation, which is considered a 
paleontologically sensitive rock under SVP guidelines (1995). 
The potential exists for damage to vertebrate fossils during 
construction-related activities at the project site. This would be 
a potentially significant impact to paleontological resources. 
(Impact 4.5-4b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
The DeWitt Nelson and NCRF site and DeWitt Nelson site are 
underlain by younger Pleistocene-age sediments of the Modesto 
Formation, which is considered a paleontologically sensitive 
rock under SVP guidelines (1995). The potential exists for 
damage to vertebrate fossils during construction-related 
activities at the NCRF site and DeWitt Nelson site. This would 
be a potentially significant impact to paleontological 
resources. (Impact 4.5-4c). 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

4.6 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Impact 4.6-1: Creation of Hazards to a Nearby School, the General Public, or the Environment through the Routine Use, Transport, or Disposal of 
Hazardous Materials. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
The proposed DeWitt Nelson conversion project includes 
medical and correctional uses; therefore, it is expected that the 
proposed facilities would use hazardous materials during 
project operation. Use of hazardous materials at the site would 
be conducted in compliance with federal and state regulations, 
and all project-related hazardous materials and associated 
activities are regulated by various government agencies. 
Because the DeWitt Nelson project would implement and 
comply with existing regulations concerning the routine 
transport, use, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials, 
the impact to nearby schools, the general public, and the 
environment would be considered less than significant.  

LTS 
 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 
►  

LTS 

NCRF Only 
The proposed NCRF conversion project would include medical 
and correctional uses; therefore, it is expected that the proposed 
facilities would use hazardous materials during project 
operation. Use of hazardous materials at the site would be in 
compliance with federal, state, and local regulations, and all 
project-related hazardous materials and associated activities are 
regulated by various government agencies. Because the NCRF 
project would implement and comply with existing regulations 
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concerning the routine transport, use, handling, and disposal of 
hazardous materials, the impact to nearby schools, the general 
public, and the environment would be considered less than 
significant. (Impact 4.6-1b) 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
The combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities would 
include medical, fire suppression, and correctional uses; 
therefore, it is expected that the proposed facilities would use 
hazardous materials during project operation. Use of hazardous 
materials at the site would be in compliance with federal, state, 
and local regulations, and all project-related hazardous 
materials and associated activities are regulated by various 
government agencies. Because the combined NCRF and 
DeWitt Nelson facilities scenario would implement and comply 
with existing regulations concerning the routine transport, use, 
handling, and disposal of hazardous materials, the impact to 
nearby schools, the general public, and the environment would 
be considered less than significant. (Impact 4.6-1c) 

LTS 
 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 
 

LTS 

Impact 4.6-2: Exposure of Construction Workers and the Environment to Hazardous Materials. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Site soils and aged buildings could contain hazardous 
chemicals or materials. Because soils and on-site structures at 
the DeWitt Nelson site could contain unknown hazardous 
materials associated with the former auto-body shop on the site, 
as well as hazardous building materials such as LBP and ACM, 
as well as residual agricultural chemicals such as chlorinated 
pesticides, construction workers and the environment could be 
exposed to these materials during project construction and 
operation. This impact is considered potentially significant. 
(Impact 4.6-2a) 

PS Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.6-2a 
CDCR will implement the following measures prior to and during 
construction, as appropriate: 
a. To avoid health risks to construction workers, CDCR will 

prepare a Health and Safety Plan prior to initiating any 
demolition (or removal of building materials associated with 
renovation), grading, or other groundwork. This plan will 
outline measures that will be employed to protect 
construction workers and the public from exposure to 
hazardous materials during demolition and construction 
activities. 

 These measures could include, but would not be limited to, 
posting notices, limiting access to the site, air monitoring, 
watering, and installation of wind fences. Development 
contractors will be required to comply with state health and 

LTS 
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safety standards for all demolition work. If necessary, this 
will include compliance with OSHA and Cal-OSHA 
requirements regarding exposure to asbestos and lead-based 
paint. 

b. Before demolition of any structures or initiation of grading or 
other groundwork, CDCR will investigate if soil and/or 
groundwater have been contaminated from past operations. 
This investigation will follow environmental site assessment 
(ESA) and/or other appropriate testing guidelines and will 
include, as necessary, analysis of soil and/or groundwater 
samples taken at or near potential contamination sites. If the 
results indicate that contamination exists at levels above 
regulatory action standards, then the San Joaquin County 
Department of Environmental Health (SJCDEH) will be 
notified and the site will be remediated in accordance with 
recommendations made by SJCDEH, Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB), and California Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). The agencies involved 
would depend on the type and extent of contamination. 
Remediation activities could include but would not be limited 
to the excavation of contaminated soil areas and hauling of 
contaminated soil materials to an appropriate off-site disposal 
facility, mixing of on-site soils, and capping (i.e., paving or 
sealing) of contaminated areas. 

c. Based on the results and recommendations of the ESA-level 
investigation described above, CDCR will prepare a site plan 
that identifies any necessary remediation activities 
appropriate for proposed correctional facilities, including 
excavation and removal of on-site contaminated soils, and 
redistribution of clean fill material on the project site. The 
plan will include measures that ensure the safe transport, use, 
and disposal of contaminated soil and building debris 
removed from the site. The development contractors will be 
required to comply with the plan and relevant local, state, and 
federal laws for dewatering discharge. The plan will outline 
measures for specific handling and reporting procedures for 
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hazardous materials, and disposal of hazardous materials 
removed from the site at an appropriate off-site disposal 
facility. 

In addition, the following measures will apply to construction 
activities: 
(1) The project contractor will notify SJCDEH if evidence of 

previously undiscovered soil or groundwater contamination 
(e.g., stained soil, odorous groundwater) is encountered 
during excavation. Any contaminated areas will be 
remediated in accordance with recommendations made by 
SJCDEH, RWQCB, and DTSC. 

(2) Before demolition of any structure, or removal of building 
materials, CDCR will hire a qualified consultant to 
investigate whether any building materials to be removed 
contain lead or asbestos-containing materials that could 
become friable or mobile during demolition/construction 
activities. If found, the lead- or asbestos-containing materials 
will be removed by an accredited inspector in accordance 
with EPA and Cal-OSHA standards. In addition, all activities 
(construction or demolition) in the vicinity of these materials 
will comply with Cal-OSHA asbestos worker construction 
standards. The lead- or asbestos-containing materials will be 
disposed of properly at an appropriate off-site disposal 
facility. 

NCRF Only 
Site soils and buildings could contain hazardous chemicals or 
materials. Because soils and on-site structures at the NCRF site 
could contain pesticides and/or herbicides associated with 
former agricultural use, and hazardous building materials such 
as PCBs in light ballasts, construction workers and the 
environment could be exposed to these materials during project 
construction and operation. This impact is considered 
potentially significant. (Impact 4.6-2b) 

PS Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.6-2b 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.6-2a. 

LTS 
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Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Site soils and aged buildings could contain hazardous 
chemicals or materials. Because soils and on-site structures at 
the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF sites could contain unknown 
hazardous materials associated with the former auto-body shop 
on the site, as well as hazardous building materials such as 
LBP, ACM, and PCBs, as well as residual agricultural 
chemicals such as chlorinated pesticides, construction workers 
and the environment could be exposed to these materials during 
project construction and operation. This impact is considered 
potentially significant. (Impact 4.6-2c) 

PS Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.6-2c 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.6-2a. 

LTS 

4.7 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Impact 4.7-1: Short-term, Construction-Related Water Quality Degradation 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Construction activities during implementation of the DeWitt 
Nelson project would involve limited grading and movement of 
soil, could generate sediment, erosion, and other nonpoint 
source pollutants in on-site storm water, which could drain to 
off-site areas degrading local water quality. Because However, 
CDCR would implement adequate measures to control on-site 
stormwater (i.e., SWPPP and BMPs) and protect water quality, 
this would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.7-1a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
Construction activities during implementation of the NCRF 
project would involve limited grading and movement of soil, 
which could generate sediment, erosion, and other nonpoint 
source pollutants in on-site storm water, which could drain to 
off-site areas degrading local water quality. However, CDCR 
would implement adequate measures to control on-site 
stormwater (i.e., SWPPP and BMPs) and protect water quality. 
This would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.7-1b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
Construction activities during implementation of the combined 
DeWitt Nelson and NCRF project would involve limited 
grading and movement of soil, which could generate sediment, 
erosion, and other nonpoint source pollutants in on-site storm 
water, which could drain to off-site areas degrading local water 
quality. However, CDCR would implement adequate measures 
to control on-site stormwater (i.e., SWPPP and BMPs) and 
protect water quality. This would be a less-than-significant 
impact. (Impact 4.7-1c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.7-2: Increase in Surface Runoff Potentially Exceeding the Capacity of Existing or Planned Stormwater Drainage Systems 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
While implementation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project 
would increase the amount of impervious surfaces in the project 
area, thereby increasing surface runoff, adequate stormwater 
retention capacity would be provided on-site to accommodate 
projected flows. Therefore, this impact would be less-than-
significant. (Impact 4.7-2a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
While implementation of the proposed NCRF project would 
increase the amount of impervious surfaces in the project area, 
thereby increasing surface runoff, adequate stormwater 
retention capacity would be provided on-site to accommodate 
projected flows. Therefore, this impact would be less-than-
significant. (Impact 4.7-2a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
While implementation of the Combined DeWitt Nelson and 
NCRF projects would increase the amount of impervious 
surfaces in the project area, thereby increasing surface runoff, 
adequate stormwater retention capacity would be provided on-
site to accommodate projected flows. Therefore, this impact 
would be less-than-significant. (Impact 4.7-2c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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Impact 4.7-3: Long-term Water Quality Degradation 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Operation of a firing range could cause long-term discharges of 
lead and other heavy metals into the storm drainage system or 
groundwater. Without firing range design features to address 
anticipated and potential pollutants from the project site, long-
term water quality degradation would be considered a 
significant impact. (Impact 4.7-3a) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.7-3a 

Before any construction-related ground disturbance, final firing 
range design plans will be completed to demonstrate that all 
runoff and overshot from the firing range would be appropriately 
captured at the firing range facility and would not result in 
contamination of nearby waterways and underlying groundwater 
aquifers. As part of the final design process, CDCR will 
coordinate with applicable state agencies (i.e., DTSC and 
RWQCB) to ensure that the proposed design plans are consistent 
with state requirements. CDCR will implement the following: 

► Final design will be consistent with the applicable CDCR 
DCGs for firing ranges (see DCG Appendix C.3, “Special 
Occupancies: Firing Ranges”); 

► CDCR will develop and implement a firing range operation 
and maintenance plan that includes provisions for periodic 
range maintenance, periodic cleanup procedures (i.e., 
sweeping), and hazardous and non-hazardous waste disposal 
procedures, and periodic removal of lead and other materials 
from bullet traps, soil berms, and permeable floor areas; 

► CDCR will comply with applicable RWQCB and/or DTSC 
water quality permits and requirements, such as preparation 
of a SWPPP and site-specific WDRs, use of erosion and 
sediment-control BMPs, and implementing personnel training 
requirements and procedures; and  

► CDCR will implement applicable EPA Best Management 
Practices to prevent lead migration at Outdoor Shooting 
Ranges (see http://www.epa.gov/region2/waste/leadshot/) 
such as implementing methods for monitoring and adjusting 
soil pH and binding lead and controlling runoff to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

LTS 
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NCRF Only 
Overall, the potential for the proposed project to cause or 
contribute to long-term discharges of urban contaminants (e.g., 
oil and grease, trace metals and organics, trash) into the 
stormwater drainage system would be less than significant 
because adequate appropriate BMPs to address anticipated and 
potential pollutants from the project site would be 
implemented. (Impact 4.7-3b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Operation of a firing range could cause long-term discharges of 
lead and other heavy metals into the storm drainage system or 
groundwater. Without firing range design features to address 
anticipated and potential pollutants from the project site, long-
term water quality degradation would be considered a 
significant impact. (Impact 4.7-3c) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.7-3c 
Implement the mitigation measures for Impact 4.7-3a. 

LTS 

4.8 Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

Impact 4.8-1: Potential for Physical Division of an Established Community 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
The proposed DeWitt Nelson improvements would be located 
entirely on state-owned property among existing operational 
correctional facilities and agricultural property and would not 
physically divide an established community. This would be a 
less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.8-1a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
The proposed NCRF facilities would be located entirely on 
state-owned property among existing operational correctional 
facilities and agricultural property and would not physically 
divide an established community. This would be a less-than-
significant impact. (Impact 4.8-1b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
The proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities would be 
located entirely on state-owned property among existing 
operational correctional facilities and agricultural property and, 
in combination, would not physically divide an established 
community. This would be a less-than-significant impact. 
(Impact 4.8-1c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.8-2: Conflict with an Applicable Land Use Plan, Policy, or Regulation 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
The proposed DeWitt Nelson project is not subject to local 
plan, policies, or goals; nonetheless, it is consistent with the 
planned land uses and zoning for the site. This would be a less-
than-significant impact. (Impact 4.8-2a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
The proposed NCRF project is not subject to local plans or 
policies; nonetheless, it is consistent with the planned land uses 
and zoning for the site. This would be a less-than-significant 
impact. (Impact 4.8-2b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
The proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would not be 
subject to local planning requirements and in combination, 
would not conflict with any adopted land use plans, policies, or 
goals. This would be a less-than-significant impact. 
(Impact 4.8-2c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.8-3: Convert Important Farmland to Nonagricultural Uses 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
The proposed DeWitt Nelson project would convert 
approximately 4.5 acres of Important Farmland to a 
nonagricultural land uses. This would be a significant impact. 
(Impact 4.8-3a) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.8-3a 
Prior to operation of the DeWitt Nelson project, a perpetual 
agricultural conservation easement or deed shall be recorded on 
land that is consistent in quality, as characterized by DOC’s 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, equal in acreage to 
the number of acres of Important Farmland converted by the 
proposed DeWitt Nelson Project (minimum 1:1 ratio). The total 
amount shall be 4.5 acres minimum. 

SU 
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While the above mitigation would reduce the impact, construction 
of the new retention basin would convert 4.5 acres of Important 
Farmland to nonagricultural land uses. This impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

NCRF Only 
The proposed NCRF project would not convert land that is 
designated Important Farmland to nonagricultural use. This 
impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.8-3b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
Development of the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF 
projects, in combination, would convert approximately 
4.5 acres of land that is designated Prime Farmland and 
Farmland of Local Importance to a nonagricultural land use. 
This would be a significant impact. (Impact 4.8-3c) 

S Mitigation Measure 4.8-3c 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure to Impact 4.8-3a. 

While the above mitigation would reduce the impact, construction 
of the new retention basin would convert 4.5 acres of Important 
Farmland to nonagricultural land uses. This impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

SU 

Impact 4.8-4: Conflict with or Result in the Cancellation of Existing Williamson Act Contracts 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
The proposed DeWitt Nelson project site is not under a 
Williamson Act contract. There would be no impact in regard 
to conflicts with existing Williamson Act contracts. (Impact 
4.8-4a) 

NI No impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. NI 

NCRF Only 
The proposed NCRF project site is not under a Williamson Act 
contract. There would be no impact in regard to conflicts with 
existing Williamson Act contracts. (Impact 4.8-4b) 

NI No impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. NI 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
The proposed DeWitt Nelson and the proposed NCRF projects 
are not under any existing Williamson Act contracts. There 
would be no impact in regard conflicts with existing 
Williamson Act contracts. (Impact 4.8-4c) 

NI No impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. NI 
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4.9 Noise 

Impact 4.9-1: Short-Term Construction-Generated Noise Levels Exceeding Applicable Noise Standards or Resulting in Substantial Temporary Increase 
in Ambient Noise Levels. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Implementation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would 
result in short-term construction activities associated with 
renovation of existing structures and constructing new 
buildings. These construction activities could expose on-site 
sensitive receptors to a substantial, temporary increase in noise 
levels that exceed the applicable noise standards and/or result in 
a noticeable increase in ambient noise levels (i.e., 3- to 5-dBA 
or greater). This would be a potentially significant short-term 
construction-generated noise impact. (Impact 4.9-1a) 

PS Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.9-1a 
CDCR will implement the following mitigation measures to 
reduce noise levels generated by on-site construction equipment: 
► Construction equipment will be properly maintained per 

manufacturers’ specifications and fitted with the best 
available noise suppression devices (e.g., mufflers, silencers, 
wraps). All impact tools will be shrouded or shielded and all 
intake and exhaust ports on power equipment will be muffled 
or shielded. 

► Construction equipment will not be idled for extended periods 
(e.g., 20 minutes or longer) of time in the vicinity of noise-
sensitive receptors. 

► Fixed/stationary equipment (such as generators, compressors, 
rock crushers, and cement mixers) will be located as far as 
possible from noise-sensitive receptors. CDCR’s mitigation 
monitor representative or other appropriate representative will 
appropriately notify nearby sensitive receptors of proposed 
noise-generating construction activities. The coordinator will 
manage any complaints resulting from the construction noise. 

► Project noise-generating construction and related activities 
will occur typically between 6 a.m. and 9 p.m. 

► If construction operations and related activities occur during 
more sensitive evening and nighttime hours (9 p.m. to 6 a.m.), 
CDCR will notify the four residences along Austin Road 48 
hours in advance of nighttime construction activities. CDCR’s 
mitigation monitor representative or other appropriate 
representative will offer to pay hotel accommodations for the 
duration of the nighttime construction for adjacent residents 
on properties within 500 feet of the NCRF project site. If 
residents choose to stay in their homes, CDCR will erect 
temporary noise barriers to minimize noise disturbances at 

LTS 
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nearby noise-sensitive land uses. Temporary barriers will be 
placed as close to the noise source or as close to the receptor 
as possible and break the line of sight between the source and 
receptor. Acoustical barriers will be constructed of material 
with a minimum surface weight of 2 pounds per square foot 
or greater, and a demonstrated Sound Transmission Class 
(STC) rating of 25 or greater as defined by American Society 
for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Test Method E90. 
Placement, orientation, size, and density of acoustical barriers 
will be specified by a qualified acoustical consultant when 
specific equipment configurations, locations, and operational 
details become available. 

NCRF Only 
Implementation of the proposed NCRF project would result in 
short-term construction activities associated with renovation of 
existing structures and constructing new buildings. These 
construction activities could expose sensitive on-site receptors to 
a substantial, temporary increase in noise levels that exceed the 
applicable noise standards and/or result in a noticeable increase 
in ambient noise levels (i.e., 3- to 5-dBA or greater). This would 
be a potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.9-1b)  

PS Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.9-1b 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.9-1a. 

LTS 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Implementation of the proposed project would result in short-
term construction activities associated with renovation of 
existing structures and constructing new buildings. These 
construction activities could expose sensitive receptors to a 
substantial, temporary increase in noise levels that exceed the 
applicable noise standards and/or result in a noticeable increase 
in ambient noise levels (i.e., 3- to 5-dBA or greater). This 
would be a potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.9-1c) 

PS Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.9-1c 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.9-1a 

LTS 
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Impact 4.9-2: Groundborne Noise and Vibration Levels due to Construction Activities at Sensitive Receptors. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Implementation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would 
not expose sensitive receptors to groundborne noise and 
vibration levels that could exceed the Caltrans recommended 
threshold of significance. This would be a less-than-significant 
impact. (Impact 4.9-2a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
Implementation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would 
not expose sensitive receptors to groundborne noise and 
vibration levels that could exceed the Caltrans recommended 
threshold of significance. This would be a less-than-significant 
impact. (Impact 4.9-2b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Implementation of the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 
projects, in combination, would not expose sensitive receptors 
to groundborne noise and vibration levels that could exceed the 
Caltrans recommended threshold of significance. This would be 
a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.9-2c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.9-3: Long-Term Increase in Traffic Noise Levels at Existing Noise-Sensitive Receptors. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson facility could result in an 
increase of average daily vehicle trips in the project vicinity. 
The increased traffic volumes would not result in a noticeable 
(3–5 dBA or greater) increase in traffic noise along roadways in 
the vicinity of the DeWitt Nelson project site, and would not 
cause of an exceedance of the San Joaquin County 
Transportation noise level criteria. This would be a less-than-
significant impact. (Impact 4.9-3a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
Implementation of the NCRF project could result in an increase 
of average daily vehicle trips in the project vicinity. The 
increased traffic volumes would not result in a noticeable (3–5 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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dBA or greater) increase in traffic noise along roadways in the 
vicinity of the NCRF project site, and would not cause of an 
exceedance of the San Joaquin County Transportation noise 
level criteria. This would be a less-than-significant impact. 
(Impact 4.9-3b) 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects could 
result in an increase of average daily vehicle trips in the project 
vicinity. The increased traffic volumes would not result in a 
noticeable (3–5 dBA or greater) increase in traffic noise along 
roadways in the vicinity of the project site, and would not cause 
of an exceedance of the San Joaquin County Transportation 
noise level critera. This would be a less-than-significant 
impact. (Impact 4.9-3c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.9-4: Long-Term Increase in On-Site Noise Levels from Operation of Stationary Noise Sources. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in 
increases in on-site stationary-source noise associated with 
operation of the facility, particularly the proposed firing range. 
Firing range stationary noise sources would exceed the 
County’s noise standards (hourly and maximum) and cause a 
substantial increase in ambient noise levels. This would be a 
significant impact. (Impact 4.9-4a) 

S Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.9-4a 
CDCR will implement the following mitigation measures to 
reduce stationary noise levels generated by the proposed firing 
range. See Exhibit 4.9-4 for a visual representation of the Leq noise 
contours from the firing range with mitigation in place. Measures 
that reduce Leq noise levels would also reduce Lmax noise levels. 
► All structures including the guard tower and 100-yard firing 

position will be enclosed on the north wall and rooftop to 
ensure that no direct line of site or reflection from within the 
firing structure occurs between the muzzle (i.e., the firing end 
of the firearm) and any receptors located at the DeWitt 
Nelson facility or other on- or off-site receptors. The roof and 
north walls will extend a minimum of 6 vertical feet above 
the topmost firing position and a minimum of 10 feet 
horizontally (east-west) from the outermost firing positions. 

► The walls that enclose the structures will be made of material 
that are solid and are of standard wood/plaster or concrete 
construction design with a minimum absorption coefficient of 
0.50 and a demonstrated STC rating of 20 or greater as 

LTS 
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defined by ASTM Test Method E90 to ensure a minimum 
noise reduction of 20 dB.  

► Berms surrounding the firing range will extend from as near 
to the firing range structures as feasible and would be 18-feet 
in height. A combination of berm and wall may also be used. 

► The 100-yard firing range position will be located at the 
furthest feasible distance from the DeWitt Nelson facility and 
will not be less than 350 feet from the nearest noise sensitive 
areas of the DeWitt Nelson facility. 

► All firing positions will be marked in the enclosed structures 
so that no muzzle or barrel extends beyond the enclosed 
structure. 

NCRF Only 
Implementation of the NCRF project would result in increases 
in on-site stationary-source noise associated with operation of 
the facility. However, these stationary noise sources would not 
exceed the County’s noise standards (hourly and maximum) 
nor result in a noticeable increase in ambient noise levels. This 
would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.9-4b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects 
would result in increases in on-site stationary-source noise 
associated with operation of the facility, particularly the 
proposed firing range. Firing range stationary noise sources 
would exceed the County’s noise standards (hourly and 
maximum) and/or result in a noticeable increase in ambient 
noise levels (i.e., 3- to 5-dBA or greater) at nearby on-site noise 
sensitive receptors. This would be a significant impact. 
(Impact 4.9-4c) 

S Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.9-4c 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.9-4a. 

LTS 
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Impact 4.9-5: Potential for Incompatibility of Proposed On-Site Land Uses with the Ambient Noise Environment.  

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in 
increases in on-site stationary-source noise associated with 
operation of the facility, particularly the proposed firing range. 
Firing range stationary noise sources would exceed the 
County’s noise compatibility standards (hourly and maximum). 
On-site noise-sensitive land uses associated with the DeWitt 
Nelson project would be exposed to noise levels exceeding 
applicable criteria. This would be a significant impact. 
(Impact 4.9-5a)  

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.9-5a 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.9-4a. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
On-site noise-sensitive land uses associated with the NCRF 
project would not be exposed to noise levels exceeding 
applicable criteria. This would be a less-than-significant 
impact. (Impact 4.9-5b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Implementation of both the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects 
would result in increases in on-site stationary-source noise 
associated with operation of the facilities, particularly the 
proposed firing range. Firing range stationary noise sources 
would exceed the County’s noise compatibility standards 
(hourly and maximum). On-site noise-sensitive land uses 
associated with the DeWitt Nelson project would be exposed to 
noise levels exceeding applicable criteria. This would be a 
significant impact. (Impact 4.9-5a)  

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.9-5b 
CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.9-4a. 

LTS 
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4.10 Public Services 

Impact 4.10-1 Potential for Increase in Demand for Police Protection Services Requiring Construction of New or Expanded Facilities. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Development of the DeWitt Nelson only scenario would not 
substantially increase the demand for police protection facilities 
and services to maintain an adequate level of service. 
Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant impact to 
public services. (Impact 4.10-1a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
For the same reasons described above under the DeWitt Nelson 
only scenario, the NCRF project would not result in a 
substantial increase in demand for police facilities and services 
at the project site. Development of the NCRF project would not 
substantially increase the demand for police protection facilities 
and services, to maintain an adequate level of service. This 
would be a less-than-significant impact to public services. 
(Impact 4.10-1b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Development of the Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 
scenario would not substantially increase the demand for police 
protection facilities and services to maintain an adequate level 
of service. This would be a less-than-significant impact to 
public services. (Impact 4.10-1c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.10-2 Potential Increase in Demand for Fire Protection and Emergency Services Requiring Construction of New or Expanded Facilities. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Development of the DeWitt Nelson project would increase the 
demand for fire protection and emergency services. CDCR 
would enter into an agreement with the appropriate fire district 
(possibly determined by LAFCO) and would pay fees for fire 
protection service, which would reduce impacts related to 
service capacity. Furthermore, project-related population 
increase would be accommodated by existing and future 
housing development, which would pay development impact 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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fees and property taxes for fire protection service in those areas. 
This would be a less-than-significant impact to fire protection 
services. (Impact 4.10-2a) 

NCRF Only 
Development of the NCRF project would increase the demand 
for fire protection and emergency services. CDCR would enter 
into an agreement with the appropriate fire district (possibly 
determined by LAFCO) and would pay fees for fire protection 
service, which would reduce impacts related to service 
capacity. Furthermore, project-related population increase 
would be accommodated by existing and future housing 
development, which would pay development impact fees and 
property taxes for fire protection service in those areas. This 
would be a less-than-significant impact to fire protection 
services. (Impact 4.10-2b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Development of the combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF 
projects would increase the demand for fire protection and 
emergency services. CDCR would enter into an agreement with 
the appropriate fire district (possibly determined by LAFCO) 
and would pay fees for fire protection service, which would 
reduce impacts related to service capacity. Furthermore, 
project-related population increase would be accommodated by 
existing and future housing development, which would pay 
development impact fees and property taxes for fire protection 
service in those areas. This would be a less-than-significant 
impact to fire protection services. (Impact 4.10-2c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.10-3 Potential Increase in Demand for Schools Requiring Construction of New or Expanded Facilities. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Development of the DeWitt Nelson only scenario would not 
increase the demand for schools and facilities, and CDCR 
would contribute funds to local schools. This would be a less-
than-significant impact to public services. (Impact 4.10-3a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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NCRF Only 
Development of the NCRF only scenario would not increase 
the demand for schools and facilities, and CDCR would 
contribute funds to local schools. This would be a less-than-
significant impact to public services. (Impact 4.10-3b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Development of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would 
not increase the demand for schools and facilities. This would 
be a less-than-significant impact to public services.  
(Impact 4.10-3c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

4.11 Transportation 

Impact 4.11-1: Construction-Related Traffic Impacts 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in 
the deterioration of two intersections to unacceptable levels of 
service during construction. Therefore, this would be a 
significant impact (Impact 4.11-1a). 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-1a. 
Newcastle Road & Arch Road  
The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations. The project would contribute 
approximately 18% of the traffic (construction traffic / total traffic 
= %) to this intersection during the A.M. peak hour. 
► Coordinate with the County to adjust the traffic signal timing 

to optimize the splits (balance of green and red signal time for 
each approach) during the A.M. peak hour. 

Austin Road & Arch Road  
The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations. It is assumed that the installation 
of the traffic signal, as part of the CHCF project would be in 
place. The project would contribute approximately 26% of the 
traffic to this intersection during the A.M. peak hour, and 
approximately 25% of the P.M. peak hour traffic. 
► Coordinate with the County to adjust intersection cycle length 

to 60 sec during peak hours. 
 
While feasible mitigation is available, the City and the County are 
the agencies that can and should implement this mitigation and it 
is unknown whether this mitigation would be implemented prior 

SU 
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to operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the 
project’s impact, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded 
to be potentially significant and unavoidable in the event the 
mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the project. 

NCRF Only 
Implementation of the NCRF project would result in the 
deterioration of one intersection to an unacceptable level of 
service during construction. Therefore, this would be a 
significant impact. (Impact 4.11-1b) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-1b. 
The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations. The project would contribute 
approximately 4% of the traffic to this intersection during the 
A.M. peak hour. 
► Implement Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.11-1a for the 

intersection of Newcastle Road and Arch Road. 
While feasible mitigation is available, the City and the County are 
the agencies that can and should implement this mitigation and it 
is unknown whether this mitigation would be implemented prior 
to operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the 
project’s impact, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded 
to be potentially significant and unavoidable in the event the 
mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the project. 

SU 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects 
would result in the deterioration of two intersections to 
unacceptable levels of service during construction. Therefore, 
this would be a significant impact. (Impact 4.11-1b) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-1c. 
Newcastle Road & Arch Road 
The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations. The project would contribute 
approximately 23% of the traffic (to this intersection during the 
A.M. peak hour.  
► Implement Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.11-1a for the 

intersection of Newcastle Road and Arch Road. 
Austin Road & Arch Road  
The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations. The project would contribute 
approximately 27 % of the traffic to this intersection during the 
A.M. peak hour, and approximately 26% of the P.M. peak hour 
traffic. 
► Implement Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.11-1a for the 

intersection of Austin Road and Arch Road. 

SU 
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While feasible mitigation is available, the City and the County are 
the agencies that can and should implement this mitigation and it 
is unknown whether this mitigation would be implemented prior 
to operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the 
project’s impact, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded 
to be potentially significant and unavoidable in the event the 
mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the project. 

Impact 4.11-2: Impacts to Study Area Intersections and Roadway Segment 

NCRF Only 
Implementation of the NCRF project would result in the 
acceptable operation of the study area roadway segment; 
however, it would result in the deterioration of three study 
intersections to unacceptable operating conditions based on 
adopted thresholds of local agencies. Therefore, this would be a 
significant impact. (Impact 4.11-2a) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-2a 
1. SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road  
The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations and achieve a difference in 
average delay of less than 5 seconds or LOS D or better during the 
A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The project would contribute 
2.14% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. peak hour, 
1.93% during the Midday peak hour, and 1.87 % during the P.M. 
peak hour. CDCR will contribute appropriate schedule-based fees 
through payment of the City of Stockton traffic fee to help fund 
implementation of this improvement. This improvement is not 
currently in the City’s traffic impact fee program. 
► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the splits and cycle 

length to 150 seconds during the A.M. peak hour; 
► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the splits and cycle 

length to 100 seconds and coordinate the traffic signal with 
the intersection of Kingsley Road - SR 99 Frontage Road and 
Arch Road during the Midday peak hour. 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the splits and cycle 
length to 135 seconds and coordinate the traffic signal with 
the intersection of Kingsley Road - SR 99 Frontage Road and 
Arch Road during the P.M. peak hour. 

2. Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road 
The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations and achieve a difference in 
average delay of less than five seconds or LOS D or better during 
the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The project would 
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contribute 3.29% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. 
peak hour, 2.84% during the Midday peak hour, and 2.77% during 
the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will contribute appropriate schedule-
based fees through payment of the City of Stockton traffic fee to 
help fund implementation of this improvement. This improvement 
is not in the City’s traffic impact fee program.  
► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the splits and cycle 

length to 150 seconds during the A.M. peak hour; 
► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the splits and cycle 

length to 100 seconds and coordinate the traffic signal with 
the SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road intersection, during the Midday 
peak hour. 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the splits and cycle 
length to 135 seconds and coordinate the traffic signal with 
the SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road intersection, during the P.M. 
peak hour. 

3. Austin Road & Arch Road  
The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations and achieve a difference in 
average delay of less than the background conditions or LOS D or 
better during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The project 
would contribute 0.31% of the traffic to this intersection during 
the A.M. peak hour, 0.57% during the Midday peak hour, and 
0.57% during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will contribute 
appropriate schedule-based feed through payment of the County 
of San Joaquin traffic fee to help fund implementation of this 
improvement. This improvement is not in the County’s traffic 
impact fee program. 
► Adjust the traffic signal timing to provide the southbound 

right-turn lane with overlap phasing (allow right-turns to turn 
when opposing left turns turn); 

► Adjust the traffic signal timing to optimize splits (balance of 
green and red time for each approach) 
 

While the above mitigation would reduce the impact, three study 
intersections to would operate at unacceptable conditions based on 



N
C

R
F and D

eW
itt N

elson C
onversion Projects 

 
C

D
C

R
D

EIR
 

1-69 
Executive Sum

m
ary

 

NI = No Impact LTS = Less Than Significant  PS = Potentially Significant S = Significant SU = Significant and Unavoidable 

Table 1-1 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

adopted thresholds of local agencies. This impact would remain 
potentially significant and unavoidable. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in 
the acceptable operation of the study area roadway segment; 
however, it would result in the deterioration of three study 
intersections to unacceptable operating conditions based on 
adopted thresholds of local agencies. Therefore, this would be a 
significant impact. (Impact 4.11-2b) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-2b 
1. SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road  
The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations and achieve a difference in 
average delay of less than five seconds or LOS D or better during 
the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The project would 
contribute 2.37% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. 
peak hour, 2.08% during the Midday peak hour and 2.10% during 
the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will contribute appropriate schedule-
based fees through payment of the City of Stockton traffic fee to 
help fund implementation of this improvement. This improvement 
is not in the City’s traffic impact fee program. 

2. Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road 
The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations and achieve a difference in 
average delay of less than 5.0 seconds or LOS D or better during 
the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The project would 
contribute 3.63% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. 
peak hour, 3.04% during the Midday peak hour and 3.08 % during 
the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will contribute appropriate schedule-
based fees through payment of the City of Stockton traffic fee to 
help fund implementation of this improvement. This improvement 
is not in the City’s traffic impact fee program. 

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-2a(2) 

3. Austin Road & Arch Road 
The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations and achieve a difference in 
average delay of less than the background condition or LOS D or 
better during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The project 
would contribute 2.82% of the traffic to this intersection during 
the A.M. peak hour, 5.03% during the Midday peak hour and 
5.13% during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will contribute 
appropriate schedule-based fees through payment of the County of 
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San Joaquin traffic fee to help fund implementation of this 
improvement. This improvement is not in the County’s traffic 
impact fee program.  

Reconfigure the northbound approach on Austin Road to provide a 
dedicated left-turn lane. 

► Provide the southbound right-turn lane with overlap hasing 
(to allow right turns to turn when opposing left turns go). 

► Reconfigure the westbound approach on Arch Road to 
provide a shared thru-left and a dedicated right-turn lane. 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize splits (the balance of 
red and green time for each approach). 

While the above mitigation would reduce the impact, three study 
intersections to would operate at unacceptable conditions based on 
adopted thresholds of local agencies. This impact would remain 
potentially significant and unavoidable. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Implementation of the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 
projects would result in the acceptable operation of the study 
area roadway segment; however, the projects would result in 
the deterioration of three study intersections to unacceptable 
operating conditions based on adopted thresholds of local 
agencies. Therefore, this would be a significant impact. 
(Impact 4.11-2c) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-2c. 

1. SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road  

The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations and achieve a difference in 
average delay of less than five seconds or LOS D or better during 
the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The projects would 
contribute 4.40% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. 
peak hour, 3.92% during the Midday peak hour and 3.89 % during 
the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will contribute appropriate schedule-
based fees through payment of the City of Stockton traffic fee to 
help fund implementation of this improvement. This improvement 
is not in the City’s traffic impact fee program. 

► Adjust traffic signal to optimize the splits and cycle length to 
150 seconds and coordinate traffic signal with the intersection 
of Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road and Arch Road, 
during the A.M. peak hour; 

► Adjust traffic signal to optimize the splits and cycle length to 
125 seconds and coordinate the traffic signal with the 
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intersection of Kingsley Road - SR 99 Frontage Road and 
Arch Road during the Midday peak hour. 

► Adjust traffic signal to optimize the splits and cycle length to 
130 seconds and coordinate the traffic signal with the 
intersection of Kingsley Road - SR 99 Frontage Road and 
Arch Road during the P.M. peak hour. 

2. Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road 

► The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations and achieve a difference in 
average delay of less than 5.0 seconds or LOS D or better 
during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The projects 
would contribute 6.67% of the traffic to this intersection 
during the A.M. peak hour, 5.70% during the Midday peak 
hour, and 5.68 % during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will 
contribute appropriate schedule-based fees through payment 
of the City of Stockton traffic fee to help fund implementation 
of this improvement. This improvement is not in the City’s 
traffic impact fee program. Adjust traffic signal timing to 
optimize the splits and cycle length to 150 seconds and 
coordinate the traffic signal with the SR 99 SPUI & Arch 
Road intersection, during the A.M. peak hour; 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the splits and cycle 
length to 125 seconds and coordinate the traffic signal with 
the SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road intersection, during the Midday 
peak hour. 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the splits and cycle 
length to 130 seconds and coordinate the traffic signal with 
the SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road intersection, during the P.M. 
peak hour.  

► Adjust traffic signal timing to provide the north and south 
approaches on Kingsley Road with permitted and protected 
traffic signal phasing. 

► Convert the southbound approach to a shared thru-left turn-
lane and a dedicated right-turn lane. 
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3. Austin Road & Arch Road 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations and achieve a difference in 
average delay of less than the background condition or LOS D or 
better during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The 
projects would contribute 3.12% of the traffic to this intersection 
during the A.M. peak hour, 5.52% during the Midday peak hour, 
and 5.65% during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will contribute 
appropriate schedule-based fees through payment of the County of 
San Joaquin traffic fee to help fund implementation of this 
improvement. This improvement is not in the County’s traffic 
impact fee program.  

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-2b (3). 

While the above mitigation would reduce the impact, study 
intersections to would operate at unacceptable conditions based on 
adopted thresholds of local agencies. This impact would remain 
potentially significant and unavoidable. 

Impact 4.11-3: Cumulative Intersection and Roadway Segment Impacts 

Cumulative Plus NCRF Only 
Implementation of the NCRF project would result in the 
deterioration of three study intersections to unacceptable 
operating conditions based on adopted thresholds of local 
agencies. It would also result in deterioration of the study area 
roadway segment under cumulative conditions. Therefore, this 
would be a significant cumulative impact and the project’s 
contribution would be considerable. (Impact 4.11-3a) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-3a 

1. SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations and achieve a difference in 
average delay of less than five seconds or LOS D or better during 
the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The project would 
contribute 2.69% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. 
peak hour, 2.16% during the Midday peak hour and 2.13% during 
the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will contribute appropriate schedule-
based fees through payment of the City of Stockton traffic fee to 
help fund implementation of this improvement. This improvement 
is not in the City’s traffic impact fee program.  

► Adjust traffic signal to optimize the splits and cycle length to 
150 seconds during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hour. 

2. Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road 
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► The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations and achieve a difference in 
average delay of less than five seconds or LOS D or better 
during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The project 
would contribute 3.05% of the traffic to this intersection 
during the A.M. peak hour, 2.57% during the Midday peak 
hour, and 2.2% during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will 
contribute appropriate schedule-based fees through payment 
of the City of Stockton traffic fee to help fund implementation 
of this improvement. This improvement is not in the City’s 
traffic impact fee program. Adjust traffic signal to optimize 
the splits and cycle length to 150 seconds during the Midday 
and P.M. peak hour. 

3. Austin Road & Arch Road  

The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations and achieve a difference in 
average delay of less than the background condition or LOS D or 
better during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The project 
would contribute 0.58% of the traffic to this intersection during 
the A.M. peak hour, 0.39% during the Midday peak hour, and 
0.23% during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will contribute 
appropriate schedule-based fees through payment of the County of 
San Joaquin traffic fee to help fund implementation of this 
improvement. This improvement is not in the County’s traffic 
impact fee program.  

► Increase the traffic signal cycle length to 120 seconds and 
optimize splits during the Midday and P.M. peak hours. 

4. Arch Road – East of Newcastle Road and west of NCRF West 
Driveway (Roadway Segment) 

The following mitigation measures at the intersection of Logistics 
Drive and Arch Road have been identified to improve the roadway 
segment operations and achieve a difference in volume-to-
capacity ratio equal to or less than the 2035 Cumulative No 
Project condition during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. 
The project would contribute 1.06% during the A.M. peak hour, 
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6.62% during the Midday peak hour, and 10.28% during the P.M. 
peak hour. 

► Adjust the traffic signal to optimize the cycle length to 100 
seconds and optimize east and west splits during the Midday 
peak hour at the intersection of Logistics Drive and Arch 
Road. 

► Adjust the traffic signal to optimize the cycle length to 130 
seconds and optimize east and west splits during the P.M. 
peak hour at the intersection of Logistics Drive and Arch 
Road. 

While the above mitigation would reduce the impact, three study 
intersections to would operate at unacceptable conditions under 
cumulative conditions based on adopted thresholds of local 
agencies. This impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Cumulative Plus DeWitt Nelson Only 
Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project under cumulative 
conditions would result in the deterioration of three study 
intersections to unacceptable operating conditions based on 
adopted thresholds of local agencies. In addition, it would cause 
the v/c ratio for one roadway segment to increase above 
cumulative no project conditions Therefore, this would be a 
significant cumulative impact and the project’s contribution 
would be considerable. (Impact 4.11-3b) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-3b 

1. SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations and achieve a difference in 
average delay of less than five seconds or LOS D or better during 
the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The project would 
contribute 2.97% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. 
peak hour, 2.32% during the Midday peak hour and 2.34% during 
the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will pay the City of Stockton traffic 
impact fee to help fund implementation of this improvement.  

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact for 4.11-4a (1). 

2. Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road  

The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations and achieve a difference in 
average delay of less than five seconds or LOS D or better during 
the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The project would 
contribute 3.35% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. 
peak hour, 2.76% during the Midday peak hour, and 2.80% during 
the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will pay the City of Stockton traffic 
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fee to help fund implementation of this improvement. 

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-4a (2). 

3. Austin Road & Arch Road 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations and achieve a difference in 
average delay of less than the cumulative no project condition or 
LOS D or better during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. 
The project would contribute 5.50% of the traffic to this 
intersection during the A.M. peak hour, 3.60% during the Midday 
peak hour and 2.27% during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will pay 
the San Joaquin County traffic impact fee to help fund 
implementation of this improvement. 

► Increase the intersection traffic signal timing cycle length to 
120 seconds and optimize splits during the Midday peak hour;

► Increase the intersection traffic signal timing cycle length to 
120 seconds and optimize splits during the P.M. peak hour 
and provide overlap phasing for the southbound right-turn 
lane. 

4. Arch Road – East of Newcastle Road and west of NCRF West 
Driveway (Roadway Segment) 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve the roadway operations and achieve a difference in 
volume-to-capacity ratio equal to or less than the 2035 Cumulative 
No Project condition during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak 
hours.  

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the cycle length to 100 
seconds and optimize east and west splits during the Midday 
peak hour at the intersection of Logistics Drive and Arch 
Road. 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the cycle length to 140 
seconds and optimize east and west splits during the P.M. 
peak hour at the intersection of Logistics Drive and Arch 
Road. 
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Cumulative Plus Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 
Facilities 
Implementation of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects 
would result in the deterioration of three study intersections to 
unacceptable operating conditions based on adopted thresholds 
of local agencies. In addition, it would cause the v/c ratio for 
one roadway segment to increase above cumulative no project 
conditions. Therefore, this would be a significant cumulative 
impact and the project’s contribution would be considerable 
(Impact 4.11-3c). 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-3c 

1. SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations and achieve a difference in 
average delay of less than five seconds or LOS D or better during 
the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The project would 
contribute 5.49% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. 
peak hour, 4.38% during the Midday peak hour, and 4.37% during 
the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will pay the City of Stockton traffic 
impact fee to help fund implementation of this improvement.  

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-4a(1) 

2. Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road  

The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations and achieve a difference in 
average delay of less than five seconds or LOS D or better during 
the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The project would 
contribute 6.19% of the traffic during the A.M. peak hour, 5.20% 
during the Midday peak hour and 6.17% during the P.M. peak 
hour. CDCR will pay the City of Stockton traffic impact fee to 
help fund implementation of this improvement.  

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-1a (2). 

3. Austin Road & Arch Road 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve intersection operations and achieve a difference in 
average delay of less than the cumulative no project conditions or 
LOS D or better during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. 
The project would contribute 6.03% of the traffic to this 
intersection during the A.M. peak hour, 3.98% during the Midday 
peak hour and 2.49% during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will pay 
the San Joaquin County traffic impact fee to help fund 
implementation of this improvement.  

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-4b (3). 
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4. Arch Road – East of Newcastle Road and west of NCRF West 
Driveway (Roadway Segment) 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve the roadway operations and achieve a difference in 
volume-to-capacity ratio equal to or less than the 2035 Cumulative 
No Project condition during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak 
hours.  

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the cycle length to 130 
seconds and optimize east and west splits on Arch Road 
during the Midday peak hour at the intersection of Logistics 
Drive and Arch Road. 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to the cycle length to 140 seconds 
and optimize east and west splits on Arch Road during the 
P.M. peak hour at the intersection of Logistics Drive and Arch 
Road. 

While the above mitigation would reduce the impact, three study 
intersections to would operate at unacceptable conditions based on 
adopted thresholds of local agencies. This impact would remain 
potentially significant and unavoidable. 

Impact 4.11-4: Project and Cumulative Impacts to Freeway Segments and Merge/Diverge Impacts 

NCRF Only 
Implementation of the NCRF project would result in the 
deterioration of the Arch Road to Mariposa Road freeway 
segment in the northbound direction to an unacceptable LOS. In 
addition, the project would potentially result in merging and 
diverging impacts on the freeway. This would be a significant 
impact. (Impact 4.11-4a) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-4a 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve the freeway operations. 

► Widen SR 99 from six-lanes to eight lanes. 

With implementation of this improvement, the LOS of this 
freeway segment would improve from F to D. 

While the above mitigation would reduce the impact, the project 
would result in the deterioration of a freeway segment to an 
unacceptable LOS. This impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 
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DeWitt Nelson Only 
Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in 
the deterioration of the Arch Road to Mariposa Road freeway 
segment in the northbound direction to an unacceptable LOS. In 
addition, the project would potentially result in merging and 
diverging impacts on the freeway. This would be a significant 
impact. (Impact 4.11-4b) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-4b 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve the freeway operations 

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-4a. 

► With implementation of this improvement, the LOS of this 
freeway segment would improve from F to D. 

While the above mitigation would reduce the impact, the project 
would result in the deterioration of a freeway segment to an 
unacceptable LOS. This impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

SU 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Implementation of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects 
would result in the deterioration of the Arch Road to Mariposa 
Road freeway segment in the northbound direction to an 
unacceptable LOS. In addition, the project would potentially 
result in merging and diverging impacts on the freeway. This 
would be a significant impact. (Impact 4.11-4c) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-4c 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
improve the freeway operations 

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-5a. 

While the above mitigation would reduce the impact, the 
combined projects would result in the deterioration of a freeway 
segment to an unacceptable LOS. This impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

SU 

Cumulative Plus NCRF Only 

While implementation of the NCRF project under 2035 
cumulative conditions would result in the acceptable operation 
of all study freeway segments assuming that proposed freeway 
expansions would be implemented as proposed, it is possible 
that expansion may be delayed such that interim cumulatively 
significant freeway segment and merge/diverge impacts would 
occur until such time that the expansion improvements are 
implemented. The project would have a considerable 
contribution to this significant cumulative impact during the 
interim period. (Impact 4.11-4d) 

 

S No feasible mitigation is available beyond Caltrans’ proposed 
expansion of SR 99 from 6 to 10 lanes. 
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Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

Cumulative Plus DeWitt Nelson Only 
While implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project under 2035 
cumulative conditions would result in the acceptable operation 
of all study freeway segments assuming that proposed freeway 
expansions would be implemented as proposed, it is possible 
that expansion may be delayed such that interim cumulatively 
significant freeway segment and merge/diverge impacts would 
occur until such time that the expansion improvements are 
implemented. The project would have a considerable 
contribution to this significant cumulative impact during the 
interim period.(Impact 4.11-4e) 

S No feasible mitigation is available beyond Caltrans’ proposed 
expansion of SR 99 from 6 to 10 lanes. 

SU 

Cumulative Plus Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF 
Facilities 
While implementation of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 
projects under 2035 cumulative conditions would result in the 
acceptable operation of all study freeway segments assuming 
that proposed freeway expansions would be implemented as 
proposed, it is possible that expansion may be delayed such that 
interim cumulatively significant freeway segment and 
merge/diverge impacts would occur until such time that the 
expansion improvements are implemented. The project would 
have a considerable contribution to this significant cumulative 
impact during the interim period. (Impact 4.11-4f) 

S No feasible mitigation is available beyond Caltrans’ proposed 
expansion of SR 99 from 6 to 10 lanes. 

SU 

Impact 4.11-5: Freeway Queuing Impacts 

NCRF Only 
Implementation of the NCRF project would result in eastbound 
through-lane and left queues at the intersection that continue to 
exceed the storage capacity for all peak hours. Further, both 
northbound and southbound off-ramp queues would continue to 
exceed the storage capacity of the off-ramps and would 
potentially back up onto the mainline segments of SR 99. This 
would be a significant impact. (Impact 4.11-5a) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-5a 

The following mitigation measures at the intersection of SR 99 
SPUI & Arch Road have been identified to improve the operation 
of the intersection and balance the queue lengths 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to balance queue lengths and 
delays at the control intersection on Kingsley Road – SR 99 
Frontage Road and Arch Road and Qantas Lane and Arch 
Road so that vehicles do not queue back on to the mainline SR 
99 freeway.  

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-4a. 

SU 
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Impacts 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

While the above mitigation would reduce the impact, the project 
would exceed the storage capacity of the off-ramps. This impact 
would remain significant and unavoidable. 

DeWitt Nelson Only  
Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in 
eastbound through-lane and left queues that would continue to 
exceed the storage capacity for all peak hours and would likely 
have an effect on the operation of the Qantas Lane and Arch 
Road intersection. Further, both northbound and southbound 
off-ramp queues would continue to exceed the storage capacity 
of the off-ramps and would potentially back up onto the 
mainline segments of SR 99. This would be a significant 
impact. (Impact 4.11-5b) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-6b 

The following mitigation measures at the intersection of SR 99 
SPUI & Arch Road have been identified to improve the operation 
of the intersection and balance the queue lengths 

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-5a. 

While the above mitigation would reduce the impact, the project 
would exceed the storage capacity of the off-ramps. This impact 
would remain significant and unavoidable. 

SU 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Implementation of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects 
would result in eastbound through-lane and left queues that 
would continue to exceed the storage capacity for all peak 
hours and would likely have an effect on the operation of the 
Qantas Lane and Arch Road intersection. The westbound right 
turn queues would be accommodated within the storage length 
for the A.M. and Midday peak hours but would exceed the 
storage capacity during the P.M. peak hour and would likely 
have an effect on the operation of Arch Road at Kingsley Road. 
Further, both northbound and southbound off-ramp queues 
would continue to exceed the storage capacity of the off-ramps 
and would potentially back up onto the mainline segments of 
SR 99. This would be a significant impact. (Impact 4.11-5c) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-5c 

The following mitigation measures at the intersection of SR 99 
SPUI & Arch Road have been identified to improve the operation 
of the intersection and balance the queue lengths. 

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-5a. 

While the above mitigation would reduce the impact, the 
combined projects would exceed the storage capacity of the off-
ramps. This impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

SU 

Cumulative with NCRF Project 
Implementation of the NCRF project under cumulative 
conditions would result in eastbound through-lane and left 
queues that would continue to exceed the storage capacity for 
all peak hours and would likely have an effect on the operation 
of the Qantas Lane and Arch Road intersection. The westbound 
queues would exceed the storage capacity and would likely 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-5d 
No feasible mitigation that is not already planned is available to 
reduce this impact. 

While the above mitigation would reduce the impact, the project 
under cumulative conditions would exceed the storage capacity of 
the off-ramps. This impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

SU 
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

have an effect on the operation of Arch Road at Kingsley Road. 
Further, both northbound and southbound off-ramp queues 
would continue to exceed the storage capacity of the off-ramps 
and would potentially back up onto the mainline segments of 
SR 99. This would be a significant cumulative impact and the 
project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable. 
(Impact 4.11-5d) 

Cumulative Plus DeWitt Nelson Project  
Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project under cumulative 
conditions would result in eastbound through-lane and left 
queues that would continue to exceed the storage capacity for 
all peak hours and would likely have an effect on the operation 
of the Qantas Lane and Arch Road intersection. The westbound 
queues would be accommodated would exceed the storage 
capacity and would likely have an effect on the operation of 
Arch Road at Kingsley Road. Further, both northbound and 
southbound off-ramp queues would continue to exceed the 
storage capacity of the off-ramps and would potentially back up 
onto the mainline segments of SR 99. This would be a 
significant cumulative impact and the project’s contribution 
would be cumulatively considerable. (Impact 4.11-5e) 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-5e 
No feasible mitigation that is not already planned is available to 
reduce this impact. 

While the above mitigation would reduce the impact, the project 
under cumulative conditions would exceed the storage capacity of 
the off-ramps. This impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

SU 

Cumulative Plus Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 
Facilities 
Implementation of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects 
under cumulative conditions would result in eastbound through-
lane and left queues that would continue to exceed the storage 
capacity for all peak hours and would likely have an effect on 
the operation of the Qantas Lane and Arch Road intersection. 
The westbound queues would be accommodated would exceed 
the storage capacity and would likely have an effect on the 
operation of Arch Road at Kingsley Road. Further, both 
northbound and southbound off-ramp queues would continue to 
exceed the storage capacity of the off-ramps and would 
potentially back up onto the mainline segments of SR 99. This 
would be a significant cumulative impact and the project’s 

S Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-5f 
No feasible mitigation that is not already planned is available to 
reduce this impact. 
 
While the above mitigation would reduce the impact, the 
combined projects under cumulative conditions would exceed the 
storage capacity of the off-ramps. This impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

SU 
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

contribution would be cumulatively considerable.  
(Impact 4.11-5f) 

4.12 Utilities and Service Systems 

Impact 4.12-1: Impacts to Water Supply Infrastructure. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
The DeWitt Nelson project would not require construction of a 
new water distribution system beyond what is currently planned 
and approved by the City of Stockton. This impact would be 
less than significant (Impact 4.12-1a). 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
The NCRF project would not require construction of a new 
water distribution system beyond what is currently planned and 
approved by the City of Stockton. This impact would be less 
than significant (Impact 4.12-6b). 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
The DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would not require 
construction of a new water distribution system beyond what is 
currently planned by the City of Stockton. This impact would 
be less than significant (Impact 4.12-1c). 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.12-2: Impacts to Wastewater Treatment Facilities. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
The DeWitt Nelson project would not generate wastewater flow 
rates that exceed the current wastewater treatment agreement 
between NCYCC and the City of Stockton. In addition, the 
DeWitt Nelson only scenario would not generate wastewater 
outflow that would exceed permitted pipeline capacity. The 
wastewater treatment plant has sufficient capacity to 
accommodate project flows, so no improvement to the plant 
would be needed as a result of the project. Therefore, this 
impact would be less than significant (Impact 4.12-2a). 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 
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NCRF Only 
The NCRF project would not generate wastewater flow rates 
that exceed the current wastewater treatment agreement 
between NCYCC and the City of Stockton. In addition, the 
NCRF only scenario would not generate wastewater outflow 
that would exceed permitted pipeline capacity. The wastewater 
treatment plant has sufficient capacity to accommodate project 
flows, so no improvement to the plant would be needed as a 
result of the project. Therefore, this impact would be less than 
significant (Impact 4.12-2b). 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
The combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would not 
generate wastewater flow rates that exceed the current wastewater 
treatment agreement between NCYCC and the City of Stockton. In 
addition, the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would not 
generate wastewater outflow that would exceed permitted pipeline 
capacity. The wastewater treatment plant has sufficient capacity to 
accommodate project flows, so no improvement to the plant would 
be needed as a result of the project. Therefore, this impact would 
be less than significant (Impact 4.12-2c). 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.12-3: Impacts to Electrical Facilities 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

While the DeWitt Nelson project would increase demand for 
electricity compared to existing conditions, demand would be 
within historic use at the site and would not require PG&E to 
construct new off-site facilities or off-site improvements to 
existing PG&E facilities. The resulting environmental impacts 
would be less than significant (Impact 4.12-3a). 

 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
While the NCRF project would increase demand for electricity 
compared to existing conditions, demand would be within 
historic use at the site and would not require PG&E to construct 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After 
Mitigation 

new facilities or off-site improvements to existing PG&E 
facilities. The resulting environmental impacts would be less 
than significant (Impact 4.12-3b).  

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
While the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would 
increase demand for electricity compared to existing conditions, 
demand would be within historic use at the sites and would not 
require PG&E to construct new off-site facilities or off-site 
improvements to its existing PG&E facilities. The resulting 
environmental impact would be less than significant (Impact 
4.12-3c).  

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.12-4: Impacts to Natural Gas Facilities 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
The DeWitt Nelson only scenario would increase demand for 
natural gas, but would not result in any on-site or off-site 
improvements to existing natural gas facilities. Therefore, this 
impact would be less than significant (Impact 4.12-4a). 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
The NCRF only scenario would increase demand for natural 
gas, but would not result in any new on-site or off-site 
improvements that would result in new significant impacts that 
have not been described throughout this DEIR. Therefore, this 
impact would be less than significant (Impact 4.12-4b). 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
The combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities project 
would increase demand for natural gas, but would not result in 
any new off-site improvements that would result in new 
significant impacts that have not been described throughout this 
DEIR. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant 
(Impact 4.12-4c). 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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Mitigation Measures 
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Impact 4.12-5: Impacts to Solid Waste Facilities 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Although the proposed project would increase generation of 
solid waste, both during construction and operation, the nearby 
landfill is projected to have capacity to accept the increased 
solid waste and the project would not consume a significant 
amount of the landfill’s available capacity or result in the need 
to expand or construct new landfill facilities. Therefore, this 
impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.12-5a). 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
Although the proposed project would increase generation of 
solid waste, both during construction and operation, the nearby 
landfill is projected to have capacity to accept the increased 
solid waste and the project would not consume a significant 
amount of the landfill’s available capacity or result in the need 
to expand or construct new landfill facilities. Therefore, this 
impact would be less than significant (Impact 4.12-5b). 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Although the proposed project would increase generation of 
solid waste, both during construction and operation, the nearby 
landfill is projected to have capacity to accept the increased 
solid waste and the project would not consume a significant 
amount of the landfill’s available capacity or result in the need 
to expand or construct new landfill facilities. Therefore, this 
impact would be less than significant (Impact 4.12-5c). 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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4.13 Visual Resources 

Impact 4.13-1: Potential Degradation of a Scenic Vista 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
No scenic vistas are located within view of the proposed 
DeWitt Nelson project site; thus, the project would not affect 
these resources. Furthermore, new development associated with 
the DeWitt Nelson project would primarily be located within 
the existing campus. Impacts to scenic vistas would be less 
than significant. (Impact 4.13-1a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
No scenic vistas are located within view of the proposed NCRF 
project site; thus, the project would not affect these resources. 
Furthermore, new development associated with the NCRF 
project would primarily be located within the existing campus. 
Impacts to scenic vistas would be less than significant. 
(Impact 4.13-1b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
The proposed DeWitt Nelson project and NCRF project would 
have little impact on scenic vistas. New structures associated 
with both projects would mostly be located within the existing 
campuses. The proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects 
would not substantially alter the existing visual setting. This 
would be a less-than-significant impact of the combined 
NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities to scenic vistas. (Impact 
4.13-1c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.13-2: Potential for Damage to Scenic Resources 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
The project site is not visible from scenic highways and no 
scenic resources are located within view of the proposed 
DeWitt Nelson project site; thus, the project would not affect 
these resources, and the impact would be less than significant 
(Impact 4.13-2a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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NCRF Only 
No scenic resources, such as scenic highways, are located 
within view of the proposed NCRF project site; thus, the 
project would not affect these resources. There would be no 
impact to scenic resources. (Impact 4.13-2b) 

NI No impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. NI 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
No scenic resources, such as scenic highways, are located 
within view of the proposed NCRF and proposed DeWitt 
Nelson project sites; thus, the proposed projects in combination 
would not affect these resources. The combined projects would 
result in a less-than-significant impact related to scenic 
resources. (Impact 4.13-2c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.13-3: Potential Degradation of the Visual Character of the Project Site 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
The DeWitt Nelson site would retain its correctional institution 
appearance. Proposed facilities would be visible, but would not 
be substantially different from what currently exists today and 
would be consistent with existing correctional uses. Further, the 
development intensity of the site would not substantially 
change. This would be a less-than-significant impact to the 
visual character of the area (Impact 4.13-3a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
Residents immediately east and further to the northwest and 
some motorists in the vicinity of the proposed NCRF project 
site would experience a slight degradation in visual character 
from construction of the proposed guard towers under the 
NCRF project. The NCRF site would retain its correctional 
institution appearance. Proposed facilities would be visible, but 
would not be substantially different from what currently exists 
today and would be consistent with existing correctional uses. 
Further, the development intensity of the site would not 
substantially change. This would be a less-than-significant 
impact to the visual character of the area. (Impact 4.13-3b) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Residents immediately east and further to the northwest and 
some motorists in the vicinity of the proposed NCRF and 
DeWitt Nelson project sites would experience a slight 
degradation in visual character from addition of guard towers 
proposed under the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects; 
however, they would not be a substantial change from the 
current visual character of the sites or the surrounding area. The 
DeWitt Nelson and NCRF sites would retain their correctional 
institution appearance. Proposed facilities would be visible, but 
would not be substantially different from what currently exists 
today and would be consistent with existing correctional uses. 
Further, the development intensity of the sites would not 
substantially change. This would be a less-than-significant 
impact to the visual character of the combined NCRF and 
DeWitt Nelson facilities to the area. (Impact 4.13-3c)

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Impact 4.13-4: Increase in Light and Glare 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Skyglow impacts for viewers in all directions would be similar 
to current skyglow caused by the adjacent NCYCC facilities 
and the existing BNSF railroad facility. Proposed lighting 
sources at the DeWitt Nelson site would not substantially 
increase light and glare for residents immediately east of the 
DeWitt Nelson project site. The impact would be less than 
significant. (Impact 4.13-4a) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

NCRF Only 
Skyglow impacts for viewers in all directions would be similar 
to current skyglow caused by adjacent operational NCYCC 
facilities and the BNSF railroad facility. However, due to the 
proximity of the existing residence on Austin Road, the 
increase in nighttime lighting at the facility, during both 
construction and operation, could result in a nuisance to the 
occupants of the residence. This would be a significant impact. 
(Impact 4.13-4b) 

S Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.13-4b 

Minimizing Construction Lighting Impacts. To minimize the 
construction light that could spill onto the residential property 
immediately east of the NCRF project site, the flood or area 
lighting needed for construction activities will be directed 
downward toward work activities and shielded from adjacent 
residences. Portable construction lights will be operated at the 
lowest allowable height and in the smallest number feasible to 
maintain adequate night lighting. Construction lights will be 

SU 
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shielded and oriented to minimize off-site visibility of light 
sources and glare and spill light by directing lighting toward the 
NCRF facility and not illuminating areas outside the fence line.  

At least forty-eight hours prior to use of nighttime construction 
lighting, CDCR shall offer to pay hotel accommodations for the 
duration of the nighttime construction for adjacent residents on 
properties within 500 feet of the NCRF project site 

Redirecting Lighting from Project Operations Downward and 
Away from Residence to the East. To minimize the light from 
operation of the proposed NCRF project that could spill and glare 
onto the residential property immediately east of the project site, 
lights will be shielded such that direct lighting does not spill onto 
the residence. Further, light fixtures will not use reflective 
surfaces. 

While the above mitigation would reduce the impact, the project 
would still result increased nighttime lathing that would affect 
nearby residences. This impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 
Skyglow impacts from the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 
projects for viewers in all directions would be similar to current 
skyglow caused by the operational NCYCC uses and the BNSF 
railroad facility. Proposed lighting would increase nighttime 
light and glare for residents immediately east of the NCRF 
project site. This would be a significant and unavoidable 
impact. (Impact 4.13-4c) 

S Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.13-4c 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.13-4b. 

While the above mitigation would reduce the impact, the 
combined projects would still result increased nighttime lathing 
that would affect nearby residences. This impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

SU 

4.14 Water Supply 

Impact 4.14-1: Impacts to Water Supply 

DeWitt Nelson Only 
Adequate short-term and long-term water supplies are available 
from the City to serve the DeWitt Nelson project. No new water 
supply entitlements would be required. This would be a less-
than-significant impact. (Impact 4.14-1a)  

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 
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NCRF Only 
Adequate short-term and long-term water supplies are available 
from the City to serve the NCRF project. No new water supply 
entitlements would be required. This would be a less-than-
significant impact. (Impact 4.14-1b)  

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 
Adequate short-term and long-term water supplies are available 
from the City to serve the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects 
combined. No new water supply entitlements would be 
required. This would be a less-than-significant impact. 
(Impact 4.14-1c) 

LTS No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are 
required. 

LTS 

 



NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects  CDCR 
DEIR 2-1 Introduction 

2 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter provides the reader with an overview of the project; background on the purpose and use of the draft 
environmental impact report (DEIR); a summary of the public review and participation process; and a description 
of the terminology used herein. Detailed descriptions of the DeWitt Nelson Youth Correctional Facility 
Conversion (DeWitt Nelson) project and Northern California Reentry Facility, Stockton (NCRF) project are 
provided in Chapter 3, “Project Description.” 

2.1 SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECTS 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson project includes the conversion and reuse of the existing DeWitt Nelson facility to a 
semi-autonomous adult male medical and mental health facility. The adjoining California Health Care Facility 
(CHCF) project is expected to provide primary administration and support for the proposed DeWitt Nelson 
facility. The proposed DeWitt Nelson project would include housing, programming, healthcare facilities, inmate 
visiting and some support facilities. The project would contain three new housing units and the potential 
renovation of four existing dormitory housing units for the proposed inmate population. The new housing units 
and four existing dormitories would house up to a maximum of 1,133 inmates. 

The NCRF proposed conversion project would involve construction of a new medical building, as well as 
renovation of buildings for facility program support services, dining and receiving, family visiting, academic and 
vocational education, miscellaneous support, and a gymnasium at the former Northern California Women’s 
Facility (NCWF). Existing structures contain 400 cells. Total planned inmate capacity for the reentry facility is 
500 beds. To provide the additional capacity CDCR proposes to provide 100 double-bunked units; the balance of 
the housing facilities would remain single-bed units.  

2.2 PURPOSE AND INTENDED USE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT 

As described in Chapter 3, this DEIR analyzes the potential for two separate projects to result in impacts to the 
environment: the NCRF project and the DeWitt Nelson project (collectively referred to as “projects”). The DEIR 
also analyzes the combined impacts associated with the implementation of both projects. 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson project and the NCRF project have been authorized by the State Public Works 
Board (PWB) for design and environmental review in accordance with Assembly Bill 900 (AB 900), the Public 
Safety and Offender Rehabilitation Services Act of 2007. AB 900 authorizes the design and construction of 
mental health care and medical care projects at existing CDCR facilities, and also authorizes the design and 
construction of reentry facilities, along with other correctional facilities and programs. (Government Code Section 
15819.40). The PWB authorizations do not authorize or otherwise approve the NCRF or DeWitt Nelson projects 
for construction. The projects need to complete all appropriate environmental reviews prior to the time CDCR 
considers them for approval. 

CDCR is mandated to construct the proposed DeWitt Nelson project in order to comply with a federal court order, 
subject to CEQA. The U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of California, in a case known as Coleman v. 
Schwarzenegger (Coleman litigation), determined that CDCR was not providing adequate mental health care to 
inmates, and subsequently ordered CDCR to construct new health care facilities at several prison sites, including 
the DeWitt Nelson site. On September 24, 2009, the court ordered CDCR to prepare and submit “timetables for 
completion of each step” that must be taken in order for all Coleman projects to be “fully staffed and activated by 
the 2013 target date.” On November 6, 2009 CDCR filed with the court a detailed long range plan and activation 
schedule, which included DeWitt Nelson project (see Exhibit 12 to court filing). On January 4, 2010, the Coleman 
court ordered CDCR, to construct and activate the DeWitt Nelson project by 2013. The approved activation 
schedule, which was filed with the court on March 30, 2010, designates the DeWitt Nelson site as the location for 
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the proposed project, indicates that 1,133 beds will be constructed, and describes the specific steps that CDCR 
must take to plan for, construct, and activate the DeWitt Nelson project. 

In accordance with AB 900, the Counties of San Joaquin, Calaveras, and Amador designated the NCWF site as 
the location for the proposed NCRF reentry facility, which will serve all three counties. In recognition of the need 
for more effective supervision of offenders and to fulfill CDCR’s commitment to public safety, in 2007 Governor 
Schwarzenegger and the State Legislature approved legislation that specifically authorized the NCRF project. 
(Penal Code Section 6275). That law authorizes CDCR to use the NCWF site in Stockton as a reentry facility to 
house individuals who are incarcerated, parole violators, or parolees pending revocation of parole, so long as 
those individuals are either paroling to, or returning to prison from, the Counties of San Joaquin, Calaveras, or 
Amador. The law also states that the County of San Joaquin and the City of Stockton have met the standard under 
AB 900 to “assist the state in siting” a reentry facility, because the County and City passed resolutions supporting 
the use of the NCWF as a reentry facility. is the law concluded that the County and City are entitled to a “funding 
preference” under AB 900 for new local jail beds. (Government Code Section 15820.907).  

The purpose of the DEIR is to evaluate the potential environmental effects of each of the two projects, in 
conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et 
seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.), as amended. CEQA 
requires that all state and local government agencies consider the environmental consequences of projects over 
which they have discretionary authority. 

A DEIR is a public document that assesses the environmental effects related to the planning, construction, and 
operation of a project and indicates ways to reduce or avoid possible environmental damage. The DEIR also 
discloses significant environmental impacts that cannot be avoided, any growth-inducing impacts of a project, 
effects found not to be significant, and significant cumulative impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in combination with the impacts of the DeWitt Nelson project and NCRF project. Mitigation has 
been recommended for each project where feasible to reduce or avoid significant impacts. These mitigation 
measures, including a description of timing of implementation, agency responsibility, and monitoring 
requirements, will be described in two separate mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRPs) 
documents, one for each project. Once the EIR is finalized, CDCR will consider each of the MMRPs along with 
the EIR in the project approval process. 

A DEIR is an informational document used in the planning and decision-making process. It is not the purpose of a 
DEIR to recommend either approval or denial of a project. CEQA requires the decision makers to balance the 
benefits of a project against its unavoidable environmental risks. If environmental impacts are identified as 
significant and unavoidable, CDCR may still approve the project if it believes that social, economic, or other 
benefits outweigh the unavoidable impacts. CDCR would then be required to state in writing the specific reasons 
for approving the project, based on information in the DEIR and other information in the record. The document 
containing such reasons is called, per Section 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a “statement of overriding 
considerations.” 

2.3 2010 SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT FOR THE CHCF PROJECT 

The settlement agreement in Greater Stockton Chamber of Commerce, et al v. Clark Kelso, et al (Case No. 2:09-
cv-03308-LKK-JFM) identified improvements that would be provided by CDCR for the CHCF project. These 
improvements are assumed to be part of the CHCF project but are also relevant to the discussion of the proposed 
DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects. The improvements are as follows: 

Frontage on Austin Road. CDCR will dedicate to the County right-of way ("ROW") easements on CDCR 
property from the intersection of Arch and Austin Roads to the CHCF’s project southerly boundary (just north of 
the DeWitt Nelson project site) to allow the widening of Austin Road to the road width identified in the County 
General Plan or other applicable governing plan (approximately thirty (30) feet in width from the centerline of 
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Austin Road plus an additional eighteen (18) feet for the ultimate road width). CDCR and the Receiver will 
construct lighting, if needed, and paving of that portion of Austin Road from its current centerline to 30 feet west 
thereof, to County specifications, as a Rural Collector Road, for the length of the above described segment of 
Austin Road (approximately 4,000 lineal feet). Further, as described in the Settlement Agreement, additional 
requirements on Austin Road include: (a) a traffic signal at the project entrance; (b) acceleration/deceleration and 
northbound turn lanes at the project entrance; (c) dedication of sufficient right-of-way to accommodate these 
improvements.  The driveway approaches on Austin Road will be improved in accordance with San Joaquin 
County Standards.  

As an alternative to CDCR and the Receiver constructing the above, CDCR and/or the Receiver and County may 
agree that CDCR will pay County the sum of $1,077,670, as the estimated reasonable cost of the street 
improvements required to upgrade and expand the western half of Austin Road from 12 feet to 30 feet from the 
centerline of the road, and, if it is determined that the street lighting is needed, the sum of $440,734 is the 
estimated cost of installing street lights along Austin Road. County shall use such funds for the construction fo the 
Austin Road improvements. CDCR and/or the Receiver and the County shall agree on whether street lighting is 
necessary to be installed based on whether lighting from the correctional facility will sufficiently illuminate 
Austin Road, and on whether CDCR and/or the Receiver will construct the improvements or pay the County, as 
set forth herein, no later than sixty (60) days after the execution of the Design/Build contract 

Water lines: The City will cooperate with Forward Landfill, Inc. in the construction of two water lines and 
installation of two water meters in Newcastle Road, one 24” diameter line (“Line A”) and associated 12: diameter 
meter (“Meter 1”) and one 16” diameter line (“Line B”) and associated 12” diameter meter (“Meter 2”). The 
construction and meters would be constructed at no cost to CDCR. (The Newcastle Road & South Airport Way 
Water Transmission Main Project was analyzed by the City of Stockton in a Final Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration dated April 12, 2009 and the notice of Intent was filed and posted on April 17, 2009.) 

CDCR will construct and pay for a 16" diameter water main in Arch Road and Austin Road (approximately 6,300 
linear feet, traveling from the intersection of Logistics Drive with Arch Road and continuing eastward to Austin 
Road, and turning south to the point of the utility entrance to the CHCF site) ("Line C") with one water meter 
("Meter 3") to provide for a looped system to serve the CDCR property. Meter 3 will be sized, as necessary, to 
serve the CDCR property (including, without limitation, the existing or planned facilities on the CDCR property) 
but will be no larger than a 12" diameter meter and will be located near the entrance of the CHCF on Austin Road 
and/or in close proximity to the property line of the adjacent non-state-owned parcel immediately south of the 
CHCF. The City will reimburse CDCR for any oversizing of Line C (over 12 inches) per City policy. 

Upon installation of Line C and installation of Meter 3 at the Austin Road connection as described above, the City 
may remove Meter 1 and associated connection to Line A (the 24 inch water main in Newcastle Road). At the 
election of CDCR and with CDCR’s determination that the CDCR property and facilities located on the CDCR 
property require an additional meter and connection from Line C in Arch Road (“Meter 4”), the City will charge 
and CDCR will pay one-half of the customary water service connection fees at the time this water service 
connection is submitted by CDCR to the City.  

There are no further discretionary actions required by CDCR and/or the Receiver for the CHCF project. The 
settlement agreement in Greater Stockton Chamber of Commerce et al v. Clark Kelso et al provides that 
enforcement of the terms of this Agreement are contractual, not merely recitals. Further the Agreement is the 
result of negotiations between the Parties and in any action or proceeding arising out of, or based upon, the 
Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover, in addition to costs and other expenses, its reasonable 
attorneys' fees incurred in connection with such action or proceeding. The United States District Court, Eastern 
District of California retains jurisdiction to adjudicate any matters which may arise as a result of disputes over the 
terms, conditions, enforcement of, or interpretation of the Agreement. Because the court approved the settlement 
and the court retained jurisdiction over the settlement agreement, there are no further discretionary actions 
required by CDCR and/or the Receiver. 
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2.4 OUT OF AGENCY WATER AGREEMENT AND POSSIBLE 
ANNEXATION OF THE CDCR PROPERTY 

The DeWitt Nelson and NCRF project sites are located in San Joaquin County, in the City of Stockton’s sphere-
of-influence. The DeWitt Nelson site is part of the Northern California Youth Correction Center (NCYCC) and 
the NCRF site is the former NCWF. The City of Stockton currently provides sewer service to the facilities at the 
NCYCC, under long-term contract to CDCR. However, the NCYCC site, which currently relies on groundwater, 
is in the process of connecting to the City of Stockton municipal water supply to resolve a groundwater 
contamination problem associated with long-term operation of the adjacent Forward Landfill. The NCRF site 
receives its water from NCYCC. As part of the recently approved nearby California Health Care Facility project, 
also located within the NCYCC complex, CDCR agreed to seek SJLAFCO approval in order to facilitate the 
City's water delivery infrastructure and service to the CDCR property (including the project sites) and to facilitate 
the City's policy of seeking annexation, when feasible, as a condition of agreeing to provide new water service to 
properties outside of the City. The SJLAFCO approved the Out of Agency Water Service agreement on 
September 17, 2010 finding it a health and safety necessity. The Deferred Annexation Agreement provides that 
(1) the City, at its option, may apply to San Joaquin County Local Area Formation Commission (SJLAFCO) for 
annexation of the CDCR property at any time, but no sooner than five years following the full occupancy of the 
CHCF. ("full occupancy" is defined as the operation of the CHCF facility at 80% of total bed capacity, or 1,585 
beds of the total 1,722 beds); and (2) the CDCR property may only be prezoned to a “Public Facilities” (PF zone) 
or other similar use in recognition that the entire CDCR Property is committed to correctional and other state uses 
for the foreseeable future. The intent of the possible annexation is expressly associated with the actions above, 
and is not intended to alter the level of current fire services provided, but may result in changes to the service area 
of responding fire agencies. Fire services are currently provided by the Montezuma Fire District and the 
Collegeville Fire District. This DEIR evaluates the impacts of this possible annexation. 

2.5 LEAD, RESPONSIBLE, AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES / PERMITS 

The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) has the principal responsibility to design, 
construct and operate the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects. CDCR is responsible for the selection of 
the subject project sites, securing the funding for the projects, design and construction, and operation of the 
completed facilities. CDCR will act as the lead agency under CEQA for these projects by considering whether to: 
(i) separately certify the final EIR for the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects, and (ii) separately approve 
the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects. 

The Office of the Federal Receiver (Receiver), currently Mr. J. Clark Kelso, also has an important role in the 
projects’ approval process. The Receiver is appointed by and responsible to the U.S. District Court, which has 
conferred upon him executive management of the California prison medical health care delivery system and 
directed him to control, oversee, supervise, and direct all operational functions of the medical system. The 
Receiver has coordinated and cooperated with CDCR in the preparation of this DEIR; both CDCR and the 
Receiver anticipate that such cooperation and coordination for the provision of necessary medical and mental 
health care facilities will continue in the future. 

If CDCR certifies the final EIR and approves each project, the Receiver will consider taking the following steps 
for each project: 

a. Adopting a resolution that:  (i) concurs that CDCR has prepared the EIR for each project in compliance with 
CEQA; (ii) certifies that the Receiver has reviewed the EIR for each project; (iii) for the NCRF project, finds 
that the analysis of the potential effects on the environment from the operation of the proposed medical 
facilities at NCRF complies with CEQA; and (iv) for the DeWitt Nelson project, finds that the analysis of the 
potential effects on the environment resulting from the operation of the proposed medical and mental health 
care facilities at DeWitt Nelson complies with CEQA. 
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b. Adopting a resolution in which the Receiver will: (i) approve the operation of the proposed facilities at NCRF 
for which he has oversight authority, and (ii) approve the operation of the proposed facilities at DeWitt 
Nelson for which he has oversight authority and (iii) find that the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities are 
consistent with and in furtherance of the Receiver’s court-approved Turnaround Plan of Action. 

Finally, if the EIR is certified and the project(s) approved, CDCR and the Receiver will file a single Notice of 
Determination for each of the two projects. 

Additional agencies (listed below) with potential permit authority over the project, or elements thereof, will have 
the opportunity to review this document during the public and agency review period, and will use this information 
when considering the issuance of any permits required for the projects. 

Public agencies with potential permits, other approvals, or jurisdiction by law over resources on these two sites 
include (but may not be limited to) the following: 

2.5.1 LEAD AGENCY 

CDCR: overall approval for both DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects, including certification of the adequacy of 
this EIR.  

2.5.2 FEDERAL AGENCIES 

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (sensitive species consideration). 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) (consideration of jurisdictional wetlands). 

2.5.3 STATE RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES 

California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) (sensitive species consideration) 

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) (401 water quality certification) 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit) 

California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) (consideration of removal of hazardous substances) 

California Department of Public Health (well decommissioning) 

California Department of Transportation, District 10 (encroachment, transportation facility impacts) 

California State Fire Marshall (fire flow, emergency access) 

2.5.4 LOCAL RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) (authority to construct) 

San Joaquin County Public Works Department (encroachment permits) 

San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors (possible annexation, detachment) 
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San Joaquin County Council of Governments (SJCOG) (approves participation in the San Joaquin County Multi-
Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan) 

City of Stockton Municipal Utilities (water/wastewater service) 

City of Stockton City Council (possible annexation) 

San Joaquin Local Agency Formation Commission (SJLAFCO) (possible annexation): The CHCF settlement 
agreement provides for CDCR to possibly enter into a deferred annexation agreement which provides that the 
City may apply to SJLAFCO for annexation.  

2.6 SCOPE OF THE DEIR 

Pursuant to Section 15143 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency should limit the DEIR’s discussion of 
environmental effects to specific issues where significant effects on the environment may occur. CDCR used a 
variety of information to determine which issue areas could result in significant effects on the environment. 
This information included field surveys of the DeWitt Nelson project site and NCRF project site, review of the 
characteristics of each project, review of comments during agency consultation, and review of comments received 
on the notice of preparation (NOP) and during public scoping meetings. 

As described in the August 2010 Revised NOP, with the exception of two of the environmental issue areas 
identified in the “Environmental Checklist” (Appendix G State CEQA Guidelines), mineral resources and 
recreation, this DEIR is “full-scope,” which means all the other environmental issue areas identified in the 
“Environmental Checklist” are evaluated in the DEIR’s environmental impact analysis. 

2.7 CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

CDCR has determined that the most effective type of EIR for the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects is a “project 
EIR.” A project EIR is the “most common type of EIR” and “examines the environmental impacts of a specific 
development project.” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15161) Consistent with Section 15161, this DEIR focuses 
on changes in the environment that would result from each of the proposed projects, as well as the combination of 
the two projects, and examines all phases of the projects, “including planning, construction, and operation.”  

Another type of EIR available to lead agencies under CEQA is a “program EIR.” As stated in Section 15168(a) of 
the State CEQA Guidelines, a program EIR may be prepared for “a series of actions that can be characterized as 
one large project,” such as those that are related either geographically, as a chain of contemplated actions, in 
connection with rules, regulations or plans, or as “individual activities carried out under the same authorizing 
statutory or regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental effects.” The decision whether to 
prepare a program EIR is within the lead agency’s discretion, unless “an individual project is a necessary 
precedent for action on a larger project, or commits the lead agency to a larger project, with significant 
environmental effect.” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15165)  

CDCR has determined that a program EIR, which would evaluate the potential impacts on the environment from 
the development of thousands of new beds throughout the state in one CEQA document, is neither necessary nor 
advisable. The planning and construction of projects under AB 900, including Coleman court-ordered projects 
and reentry facilities, are each in different stages. For some projects the CEQA and/or construction process is 
complete, but other projects are not yet proposed and site selection has not begun.  

Moreover, in order for CDCR to utilize funds under AB 900, it must first submit a site-specific project scope and 
budget estimate to the State Department of Finance. The Joint Legislative Budget Committee (JLBC) then 
reviews and comments upon each proposal. Through this iterative process the JLBC has already requested that at 
least one CDCR proposal be deferred. The scope and budget proposal for a particular project must also be 
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accepted by the State Public Works Board (SPWB) and each project is evaluated before preliminary plans may be 
prepared. This process is conducted by the JLBC and SPWB, one project at a time, and each project is evaluated 
on its own merits. No project serves as a foundation for other projects and no project approval commits JLBC or 
SPWB to any future projects. 

Furthermore, environmental impacts are unique to each project site; some projects may have impacts that are similar, 
whereas others may have impacts that differ substantially. CDCR’s independent projects would occur in different air 
basins, watersheds, and local government planning areas. Since each site is unique, the projects will not have similar 
environmental effects that could be mitigated in similar ways. The facilities constructed under AB 900 will be 
independently managed and will serve a variety of purposes. The proposed projects analyzed in this DEIR, if 
approved, would function on their own regardless of whether other projects being considered are built. There is no 
known overlap of impacts between the proposed projects analyzed in this EIR and other projects contemplated under 
AB 900, including other Coleman projects and other reentry facilities. Because each project contemplated under AB 
900 will serve an independent function and will be unrelated to the others in time, location, and potential 
environmental impacts, CDCR is not required to address all such projects in a program EIR.  

2.8 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

Based on the NOP, on public comments on the NOP, on comments at the public scoping meeting on the NOP, and 
on preliminary analysis, the projects were determined to have no impact on either mineral resources, because 
there are no known mineral resource deposits located on the project sites, or recreation, because the projects 
would not directly result in the construction of new housing that would necessitate the provision, deterioration, or 
expansion of recreational facilities. These issues are not evaluated further in this DEIR. 

2.9 PUBLIC REVIEW AND PARTICIPATION PROCESS 

Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, effort has been made during the preparation of this DEIR to contact 
affected agencies, organizations, and individuals who may have an interest in the project. An NOP with an 
attached Initial Study (IS) for the NCRF project was circulated to public agencies and the public on September 18, 
2009, for a 30-day review period that concluded on October 19, 2009. The NOP/IS notified the public that a 
DEIR was to be prepared for the project and briefly described the elements of the project and the scope of the 
environmental analysis that would be presented in the DEIR. The NOP/IS also requested public agencies and 
members of the public to provide their comments on the scope and content of the DEIR that was to be prepared. A 
public scoping meeting was held September 30, 2009. The NOP/IS and comments received on the NOP are 
included in Appendix A. 

After release of the September 2009 NOP for the NCRF project, two subsequent developments occurred that 
resulted in a change to the anticipated scope of the original NCRF EIR. These changes were addressed in a 
December 2009 NOP; this document was recirculated for community and agency consideration on 
December 2, 2009. The comment period for the December 2009 NOP ended on January 4, 2010. A second public 
scoping meeting was held on December 10, 2009. The December 2009 NOP and comments received on the NOP 
are included in Appendix A. 

One of the changed conditions that required the recirculation of the NOP was the formal approval of the 1,734-
bed CHCF for adult male inmates at the site of the former Karl Holton facility by the CPR in mid-October 2009. 
Another changed condition was CDCR’s decision to consider the potential reuse of the former DeWitt Nelson 
facility as a 1,133-bed correctional facility that would serve mental health and medical health care needs for adult 
male inmates. The revised December 2009 NOP indicated that, while only conceptual, the proposed DeWitt 
Nelson conversion would be addressed in the NCRF EIR as a potential future project that could contribute to 
cumulative environmental effects. 
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After distribution of the December 2009 NOP, CDCR advanced the planning process for conversion of the former 
Division of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) facility and formally proposed the DeWitt Nelson conversion project, and the 
State Public Works Board authorized the budget and scope of the DeWitt Nelson proposal. Therefore, CDCR 
recirculated a second revised NOP (the “August 2010 Revised NOP”) for the NCRF EIR to expand the scope of 
the EIR to include analysis of the DeWitt Nelson Conversion as an additional and separate project analyzed at an 
equal level of detail as the proposed NCRF project. The August 2010 Revised NOP was circulated to public 
agencies and the public for a 30-day review period beginning August 16, 2010. The comment period for the 
August 2010 Revised NOP ended on September 16, 2010. A third public scoping opportunity was provided 
August 24, 2010 with two public meetings in Stockton. The August 2010 Revised NOP and comments received 
on the NOP are included in Appendix A. 

Finally, early consultation with relevant agencies, organizations, and individuals assisted in the preparation of this 
DEIR. 

CDCR has filed a notice of completion with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse, indicating that this DEIR has been completed and is available for review and comment by the 
public. The public review period will last 45 days, beginning October 11, 2010 and ending November 29, 2010. 

2.9.1 PUBLIC HEARING 

A public hearing on this DEIR will be held at the San Joaquin Council of Governments building located at 555 E. 
Weber Avenue, Stockton, CA, 95202 on Wednesday, November 3 at 2:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m., during the review 
period, to receive oral comments on the document. A public notice of availability of the DEIR, which also 
includes the date, time, and specific location for the public hearing, has been published in local newspapers of 
general circulation. 

2.9.2 WRITTEN COMMENTS 

Comments on the DEIR shall be made either in writing before the end of the comment period 
(November 29, 2010) and/or orally at the aforementioned public hearing. Written comments should be mailed or 
e-mailed to the address provided below. Following the close of the public comment period, responses to the 
comments received on the DEIR will be prepared and published, and together with this DEIR will constitute the 
final EIR. 

Mail comments to: 

Roxanne Henriquez, Senior Environmental Planner 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
Facilities Management Division 
Environmental Planning Section 
9838 Old Placerville Road, Suite B 
Sacramento, CA 95827 

Email: roxanne.henriquez@cdcr.ca.gov 

Copies of the DEIR can be reviewed at the location listed below. Technical studies can be reviewed at the address 
for the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation listed below: 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
Facilities Management Division 
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Environmental Planning Section 
9838 Old Placerville Road, Suite B 
Sacramento, CA 95827 
Contact: Roxanne Henriquez, Senior Environmental Planner 

(916) 255-3010 
 

2.10 DEIR ORGANIZATION 

This DEIR is organized into chapters, as identified and briefly described below. Chapters are further divided into 
sections (e.g., Section 4.1, “Biological Resources”). 

Chapter 1, “Executive Summary.” Chapter 1 summarizes the project description, alternatives, the significant 
environmental impacts that would result from the project, and the mitigation measures proposed to reduce or 
eliminate those impacts. 

Chapter 2, “Introduction.” Chapter 2 describes the purpose and organization of the DEIR, context, public review 
process, and terminology used in the DEIR. 

Chapter 3, “Project Description.” Chapter 3 describes project location, background, proposed actions by CDCR, 
project characteristics, and project objectives. This chapter also describes project construction. 

Chapter 4, “Environmental Setting, Thresholds of Significance, Environmental Impacts, and Mitigation 
Measures.” For each environmental issue, such as biological resources, Chapter 4 describes the existing 
environmental setting, discusses the environmental impacts associated with project construction and operations, 
and identifies mitigation for significant impacts. 

Chapter 5, “Cumulative Impacts.” Chapter 5 discusses cumulative impacts that would result from the proposed 
project in combination with impacts from reasonably foreseeable projects in the project area.  

Chapter 6, “Other CEQA Sections.” The potential for the project to foster economic or population growth, or 
remove obstacles to growth, are evaluated in Chapter 6. Project and cumulative impacts that cannot be mitigated 
to a less-than-significant level are also documented in this chapter. 

Chapter 7, “Alternatives to the Project.” Chapter 7 describes alternatives to the project, at a level consistent with 
CEQA requirements. The alternatives are not analyzed at the same level as the project, which is consistent with 
the provisions of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d). Rather, they present options that might reduce or 
avoid environmental impacts while attaining some of the project’s objectives, and are compared to the impacts of 
the proposed project. 

Chapter 8, “Preparers of the Environmental Document.” This chapter identifies the DEIR authors and people who 
provided analysis in support of the DEIR’s conclusions. 

Chapter 9, “References.” This chapter sets forth a comprehensive listing of all sources of information used in the 
preparation of the DEIR. 

Appendices. This section contains various technical reports, letters, etc., summarized or otherwise used for 
preparation of the EIR. 
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2.11 TERMINOLOGY USED IN THE DEIR 

This DEIR includes the following terminology to denote the significance of environmental impacts of the project: 

Less-than-significant Impact: A less-than-significant impact is one that would not result in a substantial and 
adverse change in the environment. This impact level does not require mitigation measures. 

Significant Impact: State CEQA Section 21068 defines a significant impact as one that causes “a substantial, or 
potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project.” 
Feasible mitigation measures or alternatives to the project must be considered to reduce the magnitude of 
significant impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

Potentially Significant Impact: A potentially significant impact is one that, if it were to occur, would be 
considered a significant impact as described above; however, the occurrence of the impact cannot be definitely 
determined. For CEQA purposes, a potentially significant impact is treated as if it were a significant impact. 

Significant and Unavoidable Impact: A significant and unavoidable impact is one that would result in a 
substantial adverse effect on the environment that cannot be feasibly mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 
A project with significant unavoidable impacts can still be approved, but CDCR would be required to prepare a 
statement of overriding considerations, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, explaining the social, 
economic, or other benefits of the project that outweigh the significant environmental impacts. 

Thresholds of Significance: A criterion to define at what level an impact would be considered significant. 
A criterion is defined based on examples found in CEQA or the State CEQA Guidelines, scientific and factual 
data, the policy/regulatory environment of affected jurisdictions, and other factors. 

2.12 TECHNICAL AND OTHER STUDIES CONSIDERED IN THIS DEIR 

Several studies or reports have been prepared in support of the analysis presented in this DEIR and are included in 
the appendices. All studies and reports were prepared in connection with or are applicable to the project, and are 
available for review at the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, Facilities Management 
Division, Environmental Planning Section, 9838 Old Placerville Road, Suite B, Sacramento, California, 95827. 
(See section 2.6.2, “Written Comments,” for contact information). 

2.13 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

Section 15123 of the State of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires the summary 
section of an EIR to include “areas of controversy known to the lead agency.” The following issues, in no order of 
importance, are the controversial issues known to CDCR: 

► Provision of public services 
► Community image concerns. 
► Traffic congestion and access. 

Provision of public services is addressed in this DEIR in Section 4.10 “Public Services.” Issues related to 
community image (related to the presence of a correctional facility) are not addressed in the DEIR because these 
issues are not considered to be environmental impacts. Issues associated with Traffic congestion and access are 
addressed in this DEIR in Section 4.11 “Transportation.” 

In addition to these issues, a comment on the NOP was received concerning the potential exposure at the new 
facilities to dust that may carry spores associated with a respiratory illness known as Coccidioidomycosis.  The 
NOP comment cites to, and includes, a study “Recommendations for Coccidioidomycosis Mitigation in Prisons in 
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the Hyperendemic Areas of California” (Winslow 2007) and indicates this report identifies the project area as 
within the endemic area where exposure to Coccidioidomycosis is relatively high.  CDCR believes the 
construction and operation of the proposed adult correctional facilities at NCRF and DeWitt Nelson project sites 
is not expected to expose employees, inmates, and visitors to a risk of contacting Coccidioidomycosis in excess of 
the typical background levels of this geographical area.  The soil-dwelling fungal spores that are attributed to this 
condition are naturally endemic to a significant proportion of California including the San Joaquin Valley, the 
Central Coast Range, the Antelope Valley, and the eastern deserts.  This soil fungus is also reportedly common in 
Arizona, Nevada, Utah, New Mexico, Texas, and northern Mexico.  While the spores have been documented to 
occur in the soils of San Joaquin County the area has fewer reported cases than counties in the southern part of the 
Central Valley (Dr. K. Faust, personal communication, October 2010).  

The Winslow 2007 report provides some context for the geographical distribution of disease occurrences.  The 
report notes that the Stockton area, including and surrounding the project sites, is not within the endemic or 
hyperendemic areas for Coccidioidomycosis; the report does not list the NCYCC as one of the California 
correctional institutions (which included youth facilities) with reported incidences between 2000 and 2007. 

Regardless of low reported incidence of Coccidioidomycosis within the project area and the fact this is an 
endemic condition common to a significant portion of the southwestern United States the primary concern for 
exposure to these spores is maintaining dust control both during construction and once a facility is operational.  
Because CDCR is involved with prison construction and operation both within and outside of the endemic and 
hyperendemic areas, CDCR routinely incorporates provisions for the design, construction, operation and 
maintenance of correctional facilities to reduce potential exposure to Coccidioidomycosis, especially in endemic 
areas, which the project site is not.  CDCR’s reception centers screen all inmates to identify those with 
compromised immune systems or other respiratory conditions, and assigns those inmates to prisons outside the 
hyperendemic area in California. CDCR also implements measures for the control of indoor and outdoor fugitive 
dust, which is considered the typical exposure pathway for Cocci spores. CDCR’s internal procedures require, for 
instance, that facilities are designed, constructed and operated to limit the exposure to fugitive dust by means of 
landscaping practices, construction practices, and indoor dust control. Through the efforts of the Medical 
Receiver, CDCR now has a full complement of medical services available to all inmates housed in CDCR prisons, 
which includes the diagnosis and treatment of Coccidioidomycosis by physicians should the disease occur at a 
given facility, and notification of public health officials of new cases, as required by state law. 
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3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

CDCR is proposing two separate projects on and adjacent to the Northern California Youth Correctional Center 
(NCYCC), a multi-facility correctional complex located east of Stockton in San Joaquin County, California. Both 
projects involve the reuse and modest expansion of existing facilities. One project is a reentry facility; the other is 
for inmate mental health and medical care. Each project is separate from the other and subject to independent 
consideration and approval. They are evaluated in this one DEIR because they are located on the same overall 
State-owned site. 

3.1 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 

DEWITT NELSON CONVERSION 

CDCR is mandated to construct the proposed DeWitt Nelson project in order to comply with a federal court order, 
subject to CEQA. CEQA requires the department to consider the significant adverse consequences of the 
proposed action prior to its approval along with the adoption of findings and mitigation measures, and the 
consideration of alternatives to the project. The U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of California, in a case 
known as Coleman v. Schwarzenegger (Coleman litigation), determined that CDCR was not providing adequate 
mental health care to inmates, and subsequently ordered CDCR to construct new health care facilities at several 
prison sites, including the DeWitt Nelson site. On September 24, 2009, the court ordered CDCR to prepare and 
submit “timetables for completion of each step” that must be taken in order for all Coleman projects to be “fully 
staffed and activated by the 2013 target date.” On November 6, 2009 CDCR filed with the court a detailed long 
range plan and activation schedule, which included DeWitt Nelson project (see Exhibit 12 to court filing). On 
January 4, 2010, the Coleman court ordered CDCR, to construct and activate the DeWitt Nelson project by 2013. 
The approved activation schedule, which was filed with the court on March 30, 2010, designates the DeWitt 
Nelson site as the location for the proposed project, indicates that 1,133 beds will be constructed, and describes 
the specific steps that CDCR must take to plan for, construct, and activate the DeWitt Nelson project.  

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA REENTRY FACILITY (NCRF) 

Currently, 74,000 California State prison parolees are returned to custody at an expense of approximately $450 
million annually. Parole violators are returned to custody for an average of 153 days. Incarceration as the primary 
punishment for minor parole violations does not discourage new parole violations, does not provide parole 
violators with the necessary skills to remain in the community, does not reduce the cost to the taxpayer, and does 
not reduce the risk to public safety for an extended period of time. Other former inmates, after completion of 
parole, also commit new crimes and are re-incarcerated. The State needs a program for inmates to learn the skills 
required to successfully reenter society after their incarceration and to reduce recidivism. Both the Governor’s 
Office and the Legislature recognize the need for change to more effectively supervise offenders and fulfill the 
CDCR’s commitment to public safety, and have approved construction of up to 16,000 beds throughout the state 
for community/regional reentry facilities, as authorized by AB 900. AB 900 requires CDCR to expand 
educational, vocational, and substance abuse treatment programs for incarcerated individuals prior to their parole. 
It also requires CDCR to develop a collaborative partnership with local governments, local law enforcement, and 
social service providers in the communities where reentry program facilities are built and operated because 
parolees are eventually returned to the county of their last legal residence. 

The reentry facilities are intended to provide inmates, in the last year of incarceration, the training and tools to 
more effectively succeed in society, once released. In accordance with AB 900, the Counties of San Joaquin, 
Calaveras, and Amador designated the NCWF site as the location for the proposed NCRF reentry facility, which 
will serve all three counties. In recognition of the need for more effective supervision of offenders and to fulfill 
CDCR’s commitment to public safety, in 2007 Governor Schwarzenegger and the State Legislature approved 
legislation that specifically authorized the NCRF project (Penal Code Section 6275). That law authorizes CDCR 
to use the NCWF site in Stockton as a reentry facility to house individuals who are incarcerated, parole violators, 
or parolees pending revocation of parole, so long as those individuals are either paroling to, or returning to prison 
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from, the Counties of San Joaquin, Calaveras, or Amador. The law also states that the County of San Joaquin and 
the City of Stockton have met the standard under AB 900 to “assist the state in siting” a reentry facility, because 
the County and City passed resolutions supporting the use of the NCWF as a reentry facility.  

3.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

DEWITT NELSON CONVERSION 

The primary and fundamental objective of the DeWitt Nelson conversion project is to help provide, in an 
expeditious manner, constitutionally adequate mental health care for California prison inmates consistent with the 
Coleman court orders. Other objectives of the DeWitt Nelson project are to: 

► Implement the goals set forth in AB900 to increase male adult inmate prison capacity and associated support 
and program space to reduce overcrowding and improve living conditions for inmates.  

► Locate the medical and mental health facility in a geographic area which effectively serves the state prison 
populations. 

► Locate the medical and mental health care facility in proximity to a metropolitan area where there is access to 
a large employment base to serve the facility, including areas with potential training facilities. 

► Utilize existing facilities, infrastructure, and available state-owned land to provide needed facilities at the 
lowest cost to taxpayers. 

► Size the facility to achieve the most efficient and optimal patient care while ensuring a secure facility. 

► Design the facility in a manner that is conducive to optimal care, including patient access to diagnostic and 
treatment center, patient support areas, and outdoor areas. 

► Provide efficiencies of care and treatment by locating the facility in the vicinity of CHCF. 

► Provide a high level of security to protect the safety of the patients, correctional and medical staff, and the 
surrounding community. 

NCRF 

This EIR has been prepared, in part, for the NCRF project to comply with the writ of mandate issued by the San 
Joaquin County Superior Court in CCPOA v. CDCR (San Joaquin County Superior Court Case No. 39-2008-
00183975-CU-WM-STK). The NCRF project is intended to achieve the following project objectives: 

► Implement the goals set forth in AB900 to increase male adult inmate prison capacity and associated support 
and program space to reduce overcrowding and improve living conditions for inmates.  

► Provide vocational and other life-skill training to inmates in their final year of incarceration to better prepare 
them to succeed in society within San Joaquin, Amador and Calaveras counties. 

► Utilize existing facilities, infrastructure, and available state-owned land to provide needed facilities at the 
lowest cost to taxpayers. 

► Provide a high-level of security to protect the safety of inmates, correctional staff, and the surrounding 
community. 
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3.3 PROJECT LOCATION 

The project sites are located less than two miles east of State Route 99 (SR 99) in unincorporated central San 
Joaquin County, immediately southeast of the Stockton city limits. They are approximately 6 miles northeast of 
the cities of Lathrop and Manteca, 21 miles northwest of Modesto, 17 miles northeast of Tracy, and 15 miles 
south of Lodi (Exhibit 3-1). 

DEWITT NELSON CONVERSION 

Formerly a youth correctional facility, the DeWitt Nelson facility is located on the NCYCC property 
(Exhibit 3-2). The project site consists of 70 acres directly south of the CHCF site and is currently accessed from 
Newcastle Road, which intersects with Arch Road to the north (Exhibit 3-3). Littlejohns Creek is located 
approximately 700 feet south of the project site and is located immediately adjacent to an existing retention basin 
that currently receives drainage from the NCYCC and other surrounding properties; Forward Landfill is located 
immediately south of Littlejohns Creek. 

NCRF 

The NCRF site consists of 134 acres of state-owned property at the southwest corner of the intersection of Arch 
Road and Austin Road. This is the location of the former Northern California Women’s Facility (NCWF), 
constructed in 1987. The site is adjacent to the northeast corner of the NCYCC and immediately north of the 
CHCF site, which is located on the grounds of the NCYCC (Exhibit 3-2). 

3.4 DESCRIPTION OF THE DEWITT NELSON CONVERSION PROJECT  

The former DeWitt Nelson Youth Correctional Facility originally opened in 1971 as part of the NCYCC, which 
was operated by CDCR’s Division of Juvenile Justice (DJJ). In 1996, at its peak of operation, the DeWitt Nelson 
population was 638 wards, but the ward population declined to an average population of 350 wards by January 
2008. The DeWitt Nelson facility was deactivated in July 2008 and has remained unused. 

The former DeWitt Nelson facility includes an octagonal shaped two-row exterior perimeter fence (12 feet tall, 
chain link, topped with razor ribbon). A track and sports field surrounded by sports lighting occupies the center of 
the campus. Four dormitory structures and several support buildings including education centers, cafeteria, and 
chapel, surround the sports field. An auto body shop and spray booth are located on the site, as well as a 
greenhouse and swimming pool. 

The DeWitt Nelson facility is currently landscaped with many large trees, including several large valley oak trees. 
The area immediately west of the existing DeWitt Nelson facility, where several shared infrastructure and support 
buildings may be replaced, includes some land currently developed associated primarily with support facilities for 
the existing O.H. Close Youth Correctional facility and N.A. Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility (both part of 
NCYCC) and some undeveloped land. 

The site of the proposed firing range, south of the existing DeWitt Nelson facility, is undeveloped and currently 
consists of fallowed fields and ruderal areas (non-native, weedy vegetation). 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson project includes the conversion and reuse of the existing DeWitt Nelson site to a 
semi-autonomous adult male medical and mental health facility. The proposed project would include housing, 
programming, healthcare facilities, inmate visiting and some support facilities.  

The description below presents the project as currently proposed. The alternatives section of this DEIR 
(Section 7) evaluates options that promote greater efficiencies between the DeWitt Nelson project and the 
approved CHCF, including surrounding both facilities with one security fence rather than a fence surrounding 
each, and placing the DeWitt Nelson facilities closer to the CHCF site.  
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PROPOSED FACILITIES 

The DeWitt Nelson project is intended to be a general population facility with a health care/mental health care 
mission and would serve inmates with medical outpatient needs, Special General Population (SGP), and inmates 
requiring Enhanced Outpatient (EOP) mental health services. The project would include the development of three 
new housing units (each approximately 29,000 square feet) and the potential renovation of four existing dormitory 
housing units for the proposed inmate population (Exhibit 3-4). The new housing units and four existing 
dormitories would house up to a maximum of 1,133 inmates. The new housing units would be constructed on the 
east side of the campus within the secured perimeter. Total floor area for the proposed DeWitt Nelson facility, 
including new and renovated buildings, would be approximately 229,000 square feet.  

Pursuant to Executive Order S-20-04, CDCR would design and construct the new buildings to achieve the goal of 
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver design standards at a minimum. Renovation work 
of existing buildings would include window/door hardware repairs, electrical repairs, mechanical repairs, and 
upgrades for the lighting and fire alarm system. Existing buildings would be brought up to the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) Standards for Accessible Design, , CDCR Design Criteria Guidelines (DCG), and the 
California State Building Code requirements. Existing buildings would also be analyzed for potential LEED 
Silver certification. 

SECURITY 

Perimeter security for the DeWitt Nelson facility would include a lethal electrified fence. A double-fenced 
enclosure would surround the secured perimeter with a 13-foot-tall lethal electrified fence in the middle of the 
double-fenced enclosure. The exterior-most fence would be twelve-feet-tall with a barbed wire “standoff” and 
concrete post footings. The lethal electrified fence would be constructed consistent with CDCR standard design, 
which includes a continuous concrete grade beam. The interior-most fence would be 12 feet tall with a “candy-
cane” design (the top of the fence curves over toward the interior of the fence and down, which results in a “cane-
like” cross section) and a continuous concrete grade beam. A clear zone (clear of vegetation and structures) would 
be located between the double-fenced enclosures. An electronic warning system would be mounted in the clear 
zone between fences, and a 12-foot-wide paved road would surround the secured perimeter approximately 30 feet 
from the exterior-most fence line. The electrified fence would discharge a lethal level of electricity upon contact. 

A total of eight, 35-foot guard towers would be placed around the entire secured perimeter of the facility, one 
tower every 750 feet, including a tower located at the proposed sally port. Armed supervision would be provided, 
consistent with CDCR policy. A chain link fence with slats would be provided to physically and visually separate 
the adult correctional facilities from the remaining DJJ facilities at the NCYCC complex. The proposed DeWitt 
Nelson project does not include high-mast lighting, although pole-mounted lighting (similar to a standard parking 
lot) would be placed throughout the proposed facility. 

TREE REMOVAL 

The proposed conversion of the former DeWitt Nelson Youth Correctional Facility to an adult correctional facility 
would require removal of the majority of the existing native and non-native landscaping (bushes, hedgerows, tall 
bunch grasses, trees, etc.) that is either within the area that would become the new secure perimeter or would be in 
close proximity to the outside of the perimeter fencing. While some removal of landscaping would be necessary 
due to construction of the new facility (utilities, driveways, building foundations, etc.) it is anticipated that the 
majority of the landscaping would be removed to assure that public safety standards for an adult prison would be 
met. The safety of the community, CDCR staff, and inmates is an overriding element of the proposed projects. 

As a juvenile facility the DeWitt Nelson complex was allowed to have typical urban landscaping and trees 
because the movement of wards within the secure area was under the direct supervision of officers. Wards are not 
allowed to move between buildings and program areas without the accompaniment of officers. Accordingly,  
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bushes, trees, and other landscaping do not represent a danger to the safe operation of the facility because wards 
have no opportunity to use landscaping as a means of facilitating an escape, to hide contraband and/or weapons, 
use it as cover to launch an assault on staff or other wards, or to endanger themselves.  

In an adult prison, inmates are allowed some level of movement between and among certain buildings within the 
secure perimeter when they are not otherwise locked in cells or dormitories. So in contrast to a juvenile facility 
the setting of an adult institution must have unimpeded views of all areas within the prison’s internal complex of 
housing units and support buildings as well as in the no man’s land (i.e., area where no inmates are allowed) along 
the perimeter. The bushes and especially the large trees with developed canopies present barriers to clear views of 
all areas within the secure perimeter. As noted above, bushes and trees also provide opportunities to hide weapons 
and contraband, they offer opportunities to stage assaults on staff and inmates, and they represent potential hiding 
places for an inmate planning an escape. Another significant concern with bushes and trees is that they potentially 
block armed response to inmates staging assaults on others or attempting escape over perimeter fences. Finally, 
large trees present a risk that inmates may harm themselves or others. 

For project alternatives that contemplate the renovation and/or reuse of the interior of the existing DeWitt Nelson 
facility it is anticipated that most if not all of the landscaping with the exception of lawns and very low bushes 
will be removed as part of the proposed project.  

PARKING AND ACCESS 

The DeWitt Nelson facility visitor and employee parking lot would be located at the northern end of the DeWitt 
Nelson site. The current access from Newcastle Road would no longer be used, and instead would be provided by 
a single access point off of Austin Road.  

UTILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

POTABLE WATER 

The water supply infrastructure of the NCYCC consists of four wells, a 10-inch supply line, chemical feed pumps 
for chlorination, three 0.25-million-gallon storage tanks, and two booster pump stations. Three of the wells have 
been shut down due to water quality issues. (See Central Valley Regional Water Control Board Cleanup and 
Abatement Order R5-2008-0714 (Dec. 8, 2008).) The City plans to expand water service adjacent to the state-
owned property with new 16-inch mains down Newcastle and Austin Roads, and an additional 24-inch main 
down Newcastle Road (see Section 4.14, “Water Supply,” for additional details). The planned water mains are 
expected to be operational before the proposed NCRF project would be constructed (Kitchell 2010:21). 

Forward Landfill has contracted with the City of Stockton, per RWCB Cleanup and Abatement Order R4-2008-
0714 (Dec. 8, 2008), to provide water to the NCYCC (including the CHCF, DeWitt Nelson, and NCRF site) via 
two 12-inch supply lines that would tie into the existing NCYCC system. Those lines will also tie into the City’s 
future 16-inch and 24-inch lines in Newcastle Road. Once the water lines are operational, NCYCC’s water supply 
will be disconnected from the existing well system (Kitchell 2010:21). See Section 4.12, “Utilities and Service 
Systems,” for additional information regarding the existing and proposed water distribution system. 

WASTEWATER 

The existing NCYCC campus is served by a gravity wastewater collection system that transmits flow to a sewer 
pump station located at the center of the campus. A 20-inch sewer line currently carries discharge to the City’s 
Regional Wastewater Control Facility (RWCF), which provides wastewater treatment and disposal services to the 
NCYCC and NCRF site. The proposed DeWitt Nelson project would continue to utilize the 20-inch sewer line. In 
addition, sewer flow from the proposed project would be delivered to the City’s sewer collection system through a 
new on-site sewer pump station. The pump station would include a wet well or temporary wastewater storage 
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facility that would attenuate peak wastewater flows. The sewer pump station would be designed so as to limit 
pumping rates to the City system to the permitted maximum flow, and would use automatic controls that will only 
allow pumping when the NCYCC facility is not pumping. 

DRAINAGE 

A new 4.5-acre retention basin would be constructed adjacent and west of the existing retention basin 
(Exhibit 3-4). The basin would have a total capacity of approximately 11.6 acre-feet and would collect stormwater 
conveyed from the CDCR property. The basin would be operated so the stormwater collected would be balanced 
between the new and existing on-site basin. This basin would provide sufficient additional capacity to 
accommodate the existing facilities and the proposed projects stormwater retention needs.  

FIRING RANGE 

As part of the DeWitt Nelson project, an outdoor firing range would be constructed on approximately 5 acres of 
undeveloped agricultural property south of the DeWitt Nelson facility, north of Littlejohns Creek. The firing 
range would be oriented such that gunfire would be directed to the south toward Forward Landfill. An 18-foot tall 
earthen berm would surround the range along the south, east, and west perimeter.  

CDCR designs and operates its ranges to assure that discharged rounds cannot escape the confines of the facility; 
the design of these facilities is guided by a “zero blue sky” criteria that guarantee there is no opening to the sky 
from the position of the firing line. At the downrange end of the facility a large berm and containment trap 
receives the bullets or other projectiles. The containment trap is supplemented by a series of overhead baffles 
spaced between the firing line and containment trap.  The baffles, through which a bullet cannot pass, block a 
view of the sky; the bottom of the baffles is below the top of the impact berm and containment trap. The baffles 
prevent a stray round from leaving the confines of the firing lines. The safety of range operation is also assured by 
the supervision of trained range masters. The facility may only be used when a range master is present. 

The design of the firing range provides for a total containment of bullets and bullet fragments to prevent lead 
contamination. The trap catches bullets and bullet fragments in a de-acceleration chamber and deposits them into 
a containment canister. Lead dust is also collected by means of a vacuum unit in the de-acceleration chamber.  All 
runoff from the firing range would enter the proposed storm water drainage system. 

The range includes 25 and 100 yard shooting positions as well as an area used for practice with chemical 
dispersion and riot control (e.g., non-lethal) weapons. The range would typically only be used by law enforcement 
personnel; it would never be open to the public. The range may be occasionally used in the early evening (winter 
months) to replicate nighttime conditions. 

INFRASTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT 

Existing NCYCC infrastructure would be left in place to the extent feasible; however, it is possible that 
conversion of the DeWitt Nelson facility to an adult prison may require the replacement of some existing NCYCC 
shared infrastructure, support buildings, and a portion of the corporation yard situated at the northern end of the 
site plan (see Exhibit 3-4). If replacement of these infrastructure elements is necessary, they would be 
reconstructed where they are now situated. This may include water tanks, fuel storage, a fueling station for 
vehicles, a boiler house, a plant operations building, vehicle maintenance, and driveways. The boiler house, which 
produces steam for food preparation areas at the DJJ, would be reduced in size because it would only serve the 
two remaining juvenile facilities. Replacement buildings and structures would be within the interior of the 
remaining DJJ campus; they would generally not be noticeable from Newcastle Road (Exhibit 3-4).  
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EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS PLAN 

The DeWitt Nelson facility would have an Emergency Preparedness Plan that would comply with the California 
Emergency Services Act of 1970. The Plan would specify measures to be implemented within the facility during 
certain types of emergencies, such as fire, flood (including rupture of water storage tanks), earthquake, war, and 
civil disturbance. Employees would be trained in the use of emergency equipment and medical aid for these 
situations. The Montezuma Fire Protection District (Protection District) provides emergency services to the site. 

PROJECT STAFFING AND CONSTRUCTION 

FACILITY STAFFING 

The DeWitt Nelson facility would employ approximately 453 employees, including correctional officers, medical 
and mental healthcare professionals, and other support staff working around the clock in three 8-hour shifts. The 
project would operate 24 hours per day, 7 days per week. Table 3-1, below, outlines the proposed shifts for both 
DeWitt Nelson and NCRF. 

Table 3-1 
Proposed Shifts (DeWitt Nelson and NCRF) 

Shift Hours NCRF Staff DeWitt Nelson Staff 
Combined  

Facilities Staff 

1st Watch 10 p.m.–6 a.m. 38 41 79 

2nd Watch 6 a.m.–2 p.m. 276 304 580 

3rd Watch 2 p.m.–10 p.m. 67 108 175 

Total  381 453 834 

Source: Compiled by Ascent 2010 

 

VISITATION 

Visitors would be processed at the new visitor’s processing center at DeWitt Nelson’s Visitor/Staff entry building. 
Visiting hours would be by appointment only from 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m., seven days a week, and the average 
number of weekday visitors is estimated to be approximately 30 with weekend visitors estimated to be 100.  

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 

Construction of this proposed facility is anticipated to begin in spring 2011 with an initial activation date of 
December 2013. Construction work shifts would typically be between 6 a.m. and 9 p.m., but could include 
evening or nighttime construction. Construction would involve earth-moving equipment, including backhoes, 
dump-trucks, trenchers, front-end loaders; concrete trucks and pumpers during concrete pours for foundations and 
slabs; forklifts during erection of walls and delivery of materials from storage yards; and cranes for installation of 
precast panels, structural steel framing members, metal decking, and mechanical systems on the roof. However, 
project construction would not involve pile driving.  

Construction activities would primarily be restricted to the areas identified on the site plan for new or renovated 
facilities (see Exhibit 3-5). The approximate grading areas associated with the new or renovated facilities at 
DeWitt Nelson would range between 23–25 acres. However, temporary soil disturbance would occur outside of 
these facilities for various activities such as equipment staging, utilities trenching, pipe lay down, and movement  
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Source: Prepared by AECOM 2010 

 
Proposed Construction Activity Area Exhibit 3-5 
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of equipment between facilities. The specific location for some of these activities is unknown; therefore, a 
conservative boundary of construction has been identified in Exhibit 3-5, and the environmental impacts of 
disturbing this area has been evaluated throughout the DEIR. 

3.5 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED NCRF PROJECT 

The project site was originally developed in 1987 as the NCWF, a secure female inmate prison, which closed in 
2003. Subsequently, the facility was used as a correctional officer training academy called the Richard A. McGee 
Correctional Training Center Annex (CTCA), which closed in 2008. The site is currently unused and on-site 
structures are vacant; however, the structures and grounds, including landscaping, are maintained. The project site 
includes a hexagonal two-row exterior perimeter fence (12 feet tall, chain link, topped with razor ribbon). The 
vacant buildings surrounding the former recreation yard include four housing units, a food service building and 
reception building, and a control/support/program building. The area south of the recreation yard includes the 
kitchen delivery/service area, plant operations, storage, maintenance, and an abandoned Prison Industry Authority 
(PIA) facility that previously operated a laundry, warehouse, and program space. The areas between the recreation 
yard fence and the exterior perimeter security fence on the east and west sides of the site consist of level, bare soil 
with no landscaping or vegetation of any kind. No trees exist within the perimeter fence line. There are no guard 
towers on the NCRF project site. 

PROPOSED FACILITIES 

The proposed NCRF conversion would involve renovation of buildings for facility program support services, 
dining and receiving, family visiting, academic and vocational education, miscellaneous support, and a 
gymnasium. The housing buildings would be renovated to meet the latest ADA accessibility guidelines and 
compliance with current state building code requirements. 

At the northwest part of the prison site, in the leveled, non-vegetated area between the recreation yard and the 
exterior perimeter fence, a new 16,500 square foot medical building would be constructed at a similar scale to the 
existing buildings (approximately 35 feet tall). The total floor area of the proposed NCRF, including new and 
renovated buildings (see Exhibit 3-6), would be approximately 240,000 square feet. The proposed project would 
be designed with the goal of meeting LEED Green Building Rating System standards. 

Existing structures currently contain 400 cells. The proposed project does not include new housing facilities; total 
inmate capacity would be 500, with 300 single-bed units and 100 double-bunked units (two single beds per unit). 
Chapter 9.8 of Assembly Bill 900 (Government Code Section 6271(a) AB943) sets a limit on reentry facilities of 
“up to 500 beds each,” therefore, the population of the facility cannot exceed the 500-bed statutory cap. 

SECURITY 

Perimeter security for the NCRF would include a lethal electrified fence (contained within the existing double 
fence), three armed perimeter guard towers, lighting provided by 35-foot tall light standards, and a roving armed 
perimeter patrol officer. 

Because a double perimeter fence exists at the site, the fence would be modified to install dual electronic detection 
systems between the inner and outer fences. The existing 16-foot high inner fence (modified candy cane design) 
would be topped with double rolls of barbed tape. The 14-foot high outer fence would be a straight design (with no 
breakaway arms) with the upper half of the fence equipped with small-gauged (no-climb) fabric cloth. Eight rolls 
of razor wire would be secured to the fence (six rolls high plus two additional rolls at the base of the fence). 
Ground cover of large cobble river rock would extend five to eight feet from the inside edge of the inner fence.  
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Other improvements would include the construction, repair, or replacement of the boundary line fencing, roads, 
parking, outer perimeter landscaping, recreation yard improvements, site grading, site lighting, storm drainage 
improvements, and extension of utilities to each building. CDCR would also improve the prisons electrical supply 
and distribution, water distribution system, and wastewater storage, treatment, and disposal systems. Existing 
high-mast lighting would be used; no new high-mast lighting would be added to the project site. Additional 
parking lot lighting may be required. 

PARKING AND ACCESS 

As shown in Exhibit 3-6, access to the project would still be provided by the two existing driveways on Arch 
Road. The proposed project includes expansion of the main parking lot. A total of approximately 510 parking 
spaces would be provided.  

UTILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

All required utilities, including water, sanitary sewer, storm drain, electrical, communications, and security 
electronics, are located in the general area of the proposed project. Descriptions of the proposed improvements 
can be found in Section 4.12, “Utilities and Service System.” 

POTABLE WATER, WASTEWATER, AND DRAINAGE 

The NCRF project would utilize the same water, wastewater, and drainage improvements described above for the 
DeWitt Nelson project.  

OTHER UTILITIES AND SERVICES 

Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) would provide electricity and gas to the project site. NCYCC has a garbage truck 
and transports the site’s solid waste to the Forward Landfill (Jaime, pers. comm., 2007). 

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS PLAN 

The proposed facility would have an Emergency Preparedness Plan tailored to the specific site needs of the 
institution, in compliance with the California Emergency Services Act of 1970. The Plan would specify measures 
to be implemented within the facility during certain types of emergencies, such as fire, flood (including rupture of 
water storage tanks), earthquake, war, and civil disturbance. Employees would be trained in the use of emergency 
equipment and medical aid for these situations. The Collegeville Fire Protection District (Protection District) 
provides emergency services to the site (Chief Faist, pers. comm., 2007). 

PROJECT STAFFING AND CONSTRUCTION 

FACILITY STAFFING 

The proposed facilities would operate 24 hours a day, year-round, with three 8-hour shifts, also called “watches” 
(please see Table 3-1). An estimated 381 staff would be employed at the proposed facility and would include 
correctional officers, administrative, program staff (i.e., teachers, vocational staff) and other types of support staff. 

VISITATION 

Visiting hours would be from 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. on weekends, and by appointment Monday through Friday. 
All visits would be scheduled, and the anticipated average number of daily visitor trips would be 30 on weekdays 
and 150 on weekends (Note that to be more accurate the number of visitors has been revised since the release of 
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the Notice of Preparation, which indicated an average of 100 visitor trips per day). All visitors would be required 
to enter a visitor processing center for identification, screening, metal detection, and possible search. 

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 

Construction of the proposed facilities would begin in summer 2011, with an estimated completion date of 
summer 2013. Construction work shifts would typically be between 6 a.m. and 9 p.m. Construction would likely 
involve earth-moving equipment, including backhoes, dump-trucks, trenchers, front-end loaders; concrete trucks 
and pumpers during concrete pours for foundations and slabs; forklifts during erection of walls and delivery of 
materials from storage yards; and cranes for installation of precast panels, structural steel framing members, metal 
decking, and mechanical systems on the roof. However, project construction would not involve pile driving. 

A construction staging area (used to store heavy construction equipment, materials, and possibly a small amount 
of fuels, solvents, and lubricants) would be located on a roughly 6-acre field west of the existing hexagonal 
perimeter fence line. This staging area was previously evaluated and approved as part of the CHCF project. This 
field is disked multiple times a year to keep weeds down.  

Construction activities would be restricted to the areas identified on the site plan for new or renovated facilities 
(see Exhibit 3-5). The approximate grading areas associated with the new or renovated facilities at NCRF would 
range between 3–5 acres. However, temporary soil disturbance would occur outside of these facilities for various 
activities such as equipment staging (see staging area identified for NCRF in Exhibit 3-6), utilities trenching, pipe 
lay down, and movement of equipment between facilities. The specific location for these activities is unknown; 
therefore, a conservative boundary of construction has been identified in Exhibit 3-5 

3.6 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION MEASURES (DEWITT NELSON  
AND NCRF) 

This section describes environmentally friendly features that CDCR has adopted as part of the project design and 
construction process of both the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects. In addition to these features, CDCR would 
adopt and implement the mitigation measures identified in Chapter 4 and incorporate them into the design of each 
project. 

WATER QUALITY PROTECTION 

Erosion is the process of soil particles being displaced and transported by wind or water. Construction activities 
associated with the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would disturb soils and vegetation, exposing the project 
site to possible erosion. CDCR or its contractor will retain a California registered civil engineer to prepare a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and any other necessary site-specific Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDRs) or waivers under the Porter-Cologne Act. The SWPPP and other appropriate plans will 
identify and specify: 

► the use of erosion and sediment-control BMPs, including construction techniques that will reduce the 
potential for runoff as well as other measures to be implemented during construction; 

► the means of waste disposal; 

► the implementation of approved local plans, non-stormwater-management controls, permanent post-
construction BMPs, and inspection and maintenance responsibilities; 

► the pollutants that are likely to be used during construction that could be present in stormwater drainage and 
non-stormwater discharges, and other types of materials used for equipment operation; 
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► spill prevention and contingency measures, including measures to prevent or clean up spills of hazardous 
waste and of hazardous materials used for equipment operation, and emergency procedures for responding to 
spills; 

► personnel training requirements and procedures that will be used to ensure that workers are aware of permit 
requirements and proper installation methods for BMPs specified in the SWPPP; and 

► the appropriate personnel responsible for supervisory duties related to implementation of the SWPPP. 

All construction contractors will retain a copy of the approved SWPPP on the construction site. 

In addition, CDCR would design and implement drainage plans prepared by a registered civil engineer as part of 
the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects. The plans will be designed to safely retain, detain, and/or 
convey stormwater runoff through the project site. The drainage plans would include an accurate description of 
existing runoff and post-project runoff scenarios that take into account increases in impervious surfaces and other 
changes in potential runoff characteristics and any potential on-site upgrades that would be necessary to ensure 
adequate stormwater retention capacity. Such improvements would be designed and constructed such that 
adjacent or downstream properties would not be exposed to an increased potential for flooding consistent with 
State and local design standards. 

EARTHQUAKE-RESISTANT DESIGN 

To ensure earthquake-resistant design, CDCR is responsible for the preparation of a geotechnical subsurface 
investigation reports for the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities before the approval of grading plans for 
all project phases. The geotechnical reports will utilize strategic soil borings that provide information on soil strata 
at the project sites, including the depth at which native soils are encountered. This report will include specific 
recommendations for the following project elements: 

► site preparation and earthwork, 
► appropriate sources and types of fill, 
► potential need for soil amendments 
► structural foundations, including retaining wall design, 
► grading practices, 
► erosion/winterization, 
► special geotechnical issues discovered on-site (e.g., groundwater and expansive/unstable soils), 
► slope stability, and 
► road, pavement, and parking areas. 

The geotechnical investigation will include subsurface testing of soil and groundwater conditions and determine 
appropriate foundation designs that are consistent with the design standards set forth in Title 24, volume 2, of the 
California Building Code (CBC). If the soils report indicates the presence of critically expansive soils or other soil 
problems that would lead to structural defect if not corrected, additional investigations may be required before 
design is completed. Structures constructed at NCRF and DeWitt Nelson would comply with the CBC. 

ENERGY EFFICIENT DESIGN 

As described above, pursuant to Executive Order S-20-04, CDCR would design and construct the new buildings 
to achieve the goal of Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver design standards at a 
minimum. Renovation work of existing buildings would include window/door hardware repairs, electrical repairs, 
mechanical repairs, and upgrades for the lighting and fire alarm system. 
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3.7 COMMUNITY MITIGATION FUNDS 

CDCR is also authorized to provide a one-time mitigation payment for community and school impacts that fall 
outside the purview of the Public Resources Code.  This payment is authorized by Government Code Section 
15819.403.  These funds are paid to local government entities pursuant to the provisions of Penal Code Section 
7005.5, and these payments would be available to the respective entities at the commencement of construction 
activities. 
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4 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, THRESHOLDS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, 

AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Chapter 4 of the DEIR contains a discussion of existing conditions, thresholds above which an impact of 
constructing and operating the proposed DeWitt Nelson facility and the NCRF facility is considered significant, 
environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and levels of significance after mitigation. Issues evaluated in these 
sections consist of a full range of potential environmental topics originally identified for review in the most recent 
notice of preparation (NOP) prepared for the proposed projects. Appendix A contains copies of all three NOPs 
and comments received on each NOP. Sections 4.1 through 4.15 of this DEIR are each organized into the 
following major components: 

► Introduction: This subsection provides a general introduction to the topics discussed within the resource 
section of the DEIR. 

► Environmental Setting: This subsection presents the existing regional and local environmental conditions 
relevant to the consideration of project impacts. 

► Regulatory Considerations: The applicable regulatory framework, including plans and policies under which 
the proposed projects would be implemented, are discussed in this subsection. 

► Impacts and Mitigation Measures: This subsection describes the significance criteria used to evaluate 
impacts on the environment, issues not requiring further evaluation, and the environmental impacts associated 
with the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects and mitigation measures proposed to reduce the impacts. 

• Significance Criteria: A discussion that presents the criteria used to define significant effects on the 
environment. The criteria are expressed as thresholds above which the project would have a significant 
effect on the environment. Thresholds may be quantitative or qualitative, or they may be based on agency 
standards or legislative or regulatory requirements related to the impact analysis. 

• Issues not Discussed Further: A brief explanation of any environmental issues that do not require further 
evaluation in the EIR. 

• Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures: A discussion of potential significant effects of the proposed 
projects on the environment, based on whether it exceeds expressed thresholds. Project impacts are 
numbered sequentially in each section. For instance, biological impacts in Section 4.2, “Biological 
Resources,” are numbered Impact 4.2-1, Impact 4.2-2, Impact 4.2-3, and so on. 

Because the Dewitt Nelson and NCRF projects are evaluated at an equal level of detail throughout this 
environmental document, the resource sections that follow present an impact discussion for three project 
scenarios: DeWitt Nelson Only (a), NCRF Only (b), and Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 
Facilities (c). For each impact, an impact discussion for each scenario is provided, followed by an 
italicized impact summary. If mitigation is required, it would follow the impact summary. At the end of 
the impact summary a letter (“a” through “c”) is assigned for each of the project scenarios analyzed. For 
example, under the DeWitt Nelson Only scenario for Impact 4.2-1, the following parenthetical statement 
is provided: “(Impact 4.2-1a)”. 

For some impacts, mitigation may be required to reduce significant or potentially significant effects of the 
proposed project to the extent feasible. Section 15370 of the State CEQA Guidelines defines mitigation 
as:  

(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action. 
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(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree of magnitude of the action and its 
implementation. 

(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment. 

(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operation 
during the life of the action. 

(e) Compensating for the impacts by replacing or providing substitute resources or 
environments. 

The mitigation measures are listed numerically, corresponding to the scenario and impact being 
addressed. For example, the DeWitt Nelson Only scenario (“a”) under “Impact 4.2-1” (Impact 4.2-1a) 
would be mitigated by “Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.2-1a.” 

This discussion also describes the status of all significant impacts following application of mitigation 
measures. Either the impact would be reduced to a level below the significance threshold (mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level) or it has been concluded that feasible mitigation is not available or is 
insufficient to reduce an impact to less than significant. This would be a “significant unavoidable effect 
on the environment.”  

This EIR also addresses the potential annexation of the project sites to the City of Stockton. Annexation is 
a process of boundary change, potentially changing service providers, and potential development of the 
area being annexed. Here, this EIR evaluates the potential effects on the environment of the development 
of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF sites. Thus, the only other physical change to the environment that might 
result from annexation would be a change in service and utility providers. Those potential effects are 
discussed in sections 4.10, “Public Services,” 4.12, “Utilities and Service Systems,” and 4.14, “Water 
Supply.” 
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4.1 AIR QUALITY 

This section includes a description of existing air quality in the project area, a summary of applicable regulations, 
and analyses of potential short-term and long-term air quality impacts of the proposed project. The methods of 
analyzing emissions described in this section are consistent with the recommendations of the San Joaquin Valley 
Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). Mitigation measures are recommended as necessary to reduce 
significant air quality impacts. 

4.1.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The project site is located in unincorporated San Joaquin County, which is within the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Basin (SJVAB). The SJVAB also includes all of Fresno, Kings, Madera, Merced, Stanislaus, and Tulare Counties 
and the valley portion of Kern County. Ambient concentrations of air pollutants are determined by the levels of 
emissions released by pollutant sources and the ability of the atmosphere to transport and dilute such emissions. 
Natural factors that affect transport and dilution include terrain, wind, atmospheric stability, and the presence of 
sunlight. Therefore, existing air quality conditions in the area are determined by such natural factors as 
topography, meteorology, and climate, in addition to the amount of emissions released by existing air pollutant 
sources, as discussed separately below. 

TOPOGRAPHY, METEOROLOGY, AND CLIMATE 

The SJVAB, which occupies the southern half of the Central Valley, is approximately 250 miles long and, on 
average, 35 miles wide. The SJVAB is a well-defined climatic region with distinct topographic features on three 
sides. The Coast Ranges, which have an average elevation of 3,000 feet, are located on the western border of the 
SJVAB. The San Emigdio Mountains, which are part of the Coast Ranges, and the Tehachapi Mountains, which 
are part of the Sierra Nevada, are both located on the south side of the SJVAB. The Sierra Nevada forms the 
eastern border of the SJVAB. The northernmost portion of the SJVAB is San Joaquin County. No topographic 
feature delineates the northern edge of the basin. The SJVAB can be considered a “bowl” open only to the north. 

The SJVAB is basically flat with a downward gradient in terrain to the northwest. Air flows into the SJVAB 
through the Carquinez Strait, the only breach in the western mountain barrier, and moves across the Sacramento-
San Joaquin Delta (Delta) from the San Francisco Bay area. The mountains surrounding the SJVAB create a 
barrier to airflow, which leads to the entrapment of air pollutants when meteorological conditions are unfavorable 
for transport and dilution. As a result, the SJVAB is highly susceptible to pollutant accumulation over time. 

The inland Mediterranean climate type of the SJVAB is characterized by hot, dry summers and cool, rainy 
winters. The climate is a result of the topography and the strength and location of a semipermanent, subtropical 
high-pressure cell. During summer, the Pacific high-pressure cell is centered over the northeastern Pacific Ocean, 
resulting in stable meteorological conditions and a steady northwesterly wind flow. Because of the northwesterly 
flow, upwellings of cold ocean water to the surface produce a band of cold water off the California coast. Daily 
summer high temperatures often exceed 100 degrees Fahrenheit (ºF), averaging in the low 90s in the north and the 
high 90s in the south. In the entire SJVAB, daily summer high temperatures average 95ºF. Over the last 30 years, 
temperatures in the SJVAB averaged 90ºF or higher for 106 days a year, and 100ºF or higher for 40 days a year. 
The daily summer temperature can vary by as much as 30ºF (SJVAPCD 2002). In winter, the Pacific high-
pressure cell weakens and shifts southward, resulting in wind flow offshore, the absence of upwelling, and storms. 
Average high temperatures in the winter are in the 50s, but lows in the 30s and 40s can occur on days with 
persistent fog and low cloudiness. The average daily low temperature in the winter is 45ºF (SJVAPCD 2002). 

Most of the precipitation in the SJVAB occurs as rainfall during winter storms. The rare occurrence of 
precipitation during the summer is in the form of convective rain showers (showers caused due to rising warm 
air). The amount of precipitation in the SJVAB decreases from north to south primarily because the Pacific storm 
track often passes through the northern portion of the SJVAB, while the southern portion remains protected by the 
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Pacific high-pressure cell. Stockton in the north receives about 20 inches of precipitation per year, Fresno in the 
center receives about 10 inches per year, and Bakersfield at the southern end of the valley receives less than 
6 inches per year. Average annual rainfall for the entire SJVAB is approximately 9.25 inches on the valley floor 
(SJVAPCD 2002). 

The winds and unstable atmospheric conditions associated with passing winter storms result in periods of low air 
pollution and excellent visibility. Precipitation and fog tend to reduce or limit some pollutant concentrations. 
For instance, clouds and fog block sunlight, which is required to fuel photochemical reactions that form ozone. 
Because carbon monoxide (CO) is partially water soluble, precipitation and fog also tend to reduce CO 
concentrations in the atmosphere. In addition, respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 
10 micrometers or less (PM10) can be washed from the atmosphere through wet deposition processes (e.g., rain). 
However, between winter storms, high pressure and light winds lead to the creation of low-level temperature 
inversions and stable atmospheric conditions, resulting in the concentration of air pollutants (e.g., CO and PM10). 

Summer is considered the ozone season in the SJVAB. This season is characterized by poor air movement in the 
mornings and by longer daylight hours, which provide a plentiful amount of sunlight to fuel photochemical 
reactions between reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOX), which result in ozone formation. 
Data about wind speed and direction indicate that winds blowing during the summer usually originate at the north 
end of the San Joaquin Valley and flow in a south-southeasterly direction through the Tehachapi Pass and into the 
Southeast Desert Air Basin (SJVAPCD 2002). 

EXISTING AIR QUALITY―CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANTS 

Concentrations of ozone, CO, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), PM10, fine particulate matter with an 
aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5), and lead are used as indicators of ambient air 
quality conditions. Because these are the most prevalent air pollutants known to be deleterious to human health, 
and because extensive documentation is available on health-effects criteria for these pollutants, they are 
commonly referred to as “criteria air pollutants.” 

A brief description of each criteria air pollutant (source types, health effects, and future trends) is provided below 
along with the most current attainment area designations and monitoring data for the project area and vicinity. 

Ozone 

Ozone is a photochemical oxidant, a substance whose oxygen combines chemically with another substance in the 
presence of sunlight, and the primary component of smog. Ozone is not directly emitted into the air, but is formed 
through complex chemical reactions between precursor emissions of ROG and NOX in the presence of sunlight. 
ROG are volatile organic compounds that are photochemically reactive. ROG emissions result primarily from 
incomplete combustion and the evaporation of chemical solvents and fuels. NOX are a group of gaseous 
compounds of nitrogen and oxygen that results from the combustion of fuels. A highly reactive molecule, ozone 
readily combines with many different components of the atmosphere. Consequently, high levels of ozone tend to 
exist only while high ROG and NOX levels are present to sustain the ozone formation process. Once the 
precursors have been depleted, ozone levels rapidly decline. Because these reactions occur on a regional scale, 
ozone is a regional pollutant. 

Ozone located in the upper atmosphere (stratosphere) acts in a beneficial manner by shielding the earth from 
harmful ultraviolet radiation that is emitted by the sun. However, ozone located in the lower atmosphere 
(troposphere) is a major health and environmental concern. Meteorology and terrain play a major role in forming 
ozone. Generally, low wind speeds or stagnant air coupled with warm temperatures and clear skies provide the 
optimum conditions for ozone formation. As a result, summer is generally the peak season for ozone. Because of 
the reaction time involved, peak concentrations often occur far downwind of the precursor emissions. In general, 
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ozone concentrations over or near urban and rural areas reflect an interplay of emissions of ozone precursors, 
transport, meteorology, and atmospheric chemistry (Godish 2004). 

The adverse health effects associated with exposure to ozone pertain primarily to the respiratory system. Scientific 
evidence indicates that ambient levels of ozone affect not only sensitive receptors, such as asthmatics and 
children, but healthy adults as well. Exposure to ambient levels of ozone ranging from 0.10 to 0.40 part per 
million (ppm) for 1–2 hours has been found to significantly alter lung functions by increasing respiratory rates 
and pulmonary resistance, decreasing the amount of air inhaled and exhaled, and impairing respiratory mechanics. 
Ambient levels of ozone above 0.12 ppm are linked to such symptoms as throat dryness, chest tightness, 
headache, and nausea. In addition to the above adverse health effects, evidence also exists relating ozone exposure 
to an increase in the permeability of respiratory epithelia; such increased permeability leads to an increased 
response of the respiratory system to challenges, and a decrease in the immune system’s ability to defend against 
infection (Godish 2004). 

Emissions of the ozone precursors ROG and NOX have decreased over the past several years because of more 
stringent motor vehicle standards and cleaner burning fuels. The SJVAB’s ozone problem ranks among the most 
severe in the state. The number of days that air quality standards have been exceeded has declined more quickly 
than peak levels have declined. Since 1990, peak levels declined by 10% while the number of days when the State 
and national 8-hour standards were exceeded declined by 17% and 21%, respectively. Most of this progress has 
occurred since 2003; however, the number of exceedance days in 2005 and 2007 were among the lowest in this 
18-year period (California Air Resources Board [ARB] 2010a). 

Carbon Monoxide 

CO is a colorless, odorless gas that is formed when carbon in fuel is not burned completely. It is a component of 
motor vehicle exhaust, which contributes about 56% of all CO emissions nationwide. Other nonroad engines and 
vehicles (such as construction equipment and boats) contribute about 22% of all CO emissions nationwide. 
Higher levels of CO generally occur in areas with heavy traffic congestion. In cities, 85–95% of all CO emissions 
may come from motor vehicle exhaust. Other sources of CO emissions are industrial processes (such as metals 
processing and chemical manufacturing), residential wood burning, and natural sources such as forest fires. Wood 
stoves, gas stoves, cigarette smoke, and unvented gas and kerosene space heaters are sources of CO indoors. The 
highest levels of CO in the outside air typically occur during the colder months of the year when inversion 
conditions are more frequent. The air pollution becomes trapped near the ground beneath a layer of warm air 
(EPA 2010). In contrast to problems caused by ozone, which tends to be a regional pollutant, CO problems tend 
to be localized. 

Carbon monoxide can cause harmful health effects by reducing oxygen delivery to the body's organs (like the 
heart and brain) and tissues. The health threat from low levels of CO is most serious for those who suffer from 
heart disease, like angina, clogged arteries, or congestive heart failure. For a person with heart disease, a single 
exposure to CO at low levels may cause chest pain and reduce that person's ability to exercise; repeated exposures 
may contribute to other cardiovascular effects. Even healthy people can be affected by high levels of CO. People 
who breathe high levels of CO can develop vision problems, reduced ability to work or learn, reduced manual 
dexterity, and difficulty performing complex tasks. At extremely high levels, CO is poisonous and can cause 
death. CO also contributes to the formation of smog ground-level ozone, which can trigger serious respiratory 
problems (EPA 2010). 

Measured concentrations in the SJVAB have not exceeded the national CO standards since 1991, and 
concentrations have not exceeded the State standards for the last 10 years. Much of the decline in ambient CO 
concentrations can be attributed to the introduction of clean fuels and newer, cleaner motor vehicles 
(ARB 2010a). 
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Nitrogen Dioxide 

Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) is one of a group of highly reactive gasses known as “oxides of nitrogen,” or NOX. Other 
nitrogen oxides include nitrous acid and nitric acid. While EPA’s National Ambient Air Quality Standard covers 
this entire group of NOX, NO2 is the component of greatest interest and the indicator for the larger group of 
nitrogen oxides. NO2 forms quickly from emissions from cars, trucks and buses, power plants, and off-road 
equipment. In addition to contributing to the formation of ground-level ozone, and fine particle pollution, NO2 is 
linked with a number of adverse effects on the respiratory system (EPA 2010). 

NOX react with ammonia, moisture, and other compounds to form small particles. These small particles penetrate 
deeply into sensitive parts of the lungs and can cause or worsen respiratory disease, such as emphysema and 
bronchitis, and can aggravate existing heart disease, leading to increased hospital admissions and premature death 
(EPA 2010). Also, as discussed above, ozone is formed when NOX and ROG react in the presence of heat and 
sunlight. 

The SJVAB has attained both the State and national NO2 standards for more than 20 years. During this time-
period, there have been no concentrations that exceeded the level of the State 1-hour or the national annual 
standard. Ambient concentrations continue to be well below the level of both standards. Ambient levels have 
decreased substantially since 1990 (ARB 2010a). 

Sulfur Dioxide 

Oxides of Sulfur (SOX) are a group of compounds of sulfur and oxygen. A major constituent of SOX is sulfur 
dioxide (SO2). The largest sources of SO2 emissions are from fossil fuel combustion at power plants and other 
industrial facilities. Smaller sources of SO2 emissions include industrial processes such as extracting metal from 
ore, and the burning of high sulfur containing fuels by locomotives, large ships, and non-road equipment (EPA 
2010). 

SO2 is linked with a number of adverse effects on the respiratory system. Current scientific evidence links short-
term exposures to SO2, ranging from 5 minutes to 24 hours, with an array of adverse respiratory effects including 
bronchoconstriction and increased asthma symptoms. These effects are particularly important for asthmatics at 
elevated ventilation rates (e.g., while exercising or playing.) Studies also show a connection between short-term 
exposure and increased visits to emergency departments and hospital admissions for respiratory illnesses, 
particularly in at-risk populations including children, the elderly, and asthmatics (EPA 2010). 

In California, SO2 emissions from stationary sources decreased between 1975 and 2005 due to improved 
industrial source controls and switching from fuel oil to natural gas for electric generation and industrial boilers. 
The SOX emissions from land-based on- and off-road gasoline and diesel-fueled engines and vehicles have also 
decreased due to lower sulfur content in the fuel; and regulations adopted by the ARB that reduced the sulfur 
content in fuel used by commercial harbor craft such as tug boats and fishing vessels beginning in 2006(ARB 
2010a). 

Particulate Matter 

Particulate matter, or PM, is a complex mixture of extremely small particles and liquid droplets. Particle pollution 
is made up of a number of components, including acids (such as nitrates and sulfates), organic chemicals, metals, 
and soil or dust particles. Respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 microns or less is 
referred to as PM10. Fine particulate matter (PM2.5) is a subgroup of PM10, consisting of smaller particles that have 
an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (EPA 2010). PM can be directly emitted into the air (primary 
PM) or, similar to ozone, it can be formed in the atmosphere (secondary PM) from the reaction of gaseous 
precursors such as NOX, SOX, ROG, and ammonia (ARB 2010a). 
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Exposure to such particles can affect both your lungs and your heart. Numerous scientific studies have linked 
particle pollution exposure to a variety of problems, including increased respiratory symptoms such as irritation of 
the airways, coughing, or difficulty breathing; decreased lung function; aggravated asthma; development of 
chronic bronchitis; irregular heartbeat; nonfatal heart attacks; and premature death in people with heart or lung 
disease (EPA 2010). 

Direct emissions of PM10 have remained relatively unchanged between 1975 and 2005 and are projected to remain 
unchanged through 2020. PM10 emissions in the SJVAB are dominated by emissions from area-wide sources, 
primarily fugitive dust from vehicle travel on unpaved and paved roads, dust from farming operations, waste 
burning, and residential fuel combustion (including wood) (ARB 2010a). 

Lead 

Lead is a metal found naturally in the environment as well as in manufactured products. Historically, the major 
sources of lead emissions have been mobile and industrial sources. As a result of the phase-out of leaded gasoline, 
processing of metal is currently the primary source of lead emissions. The highest levels of lead in air are 
generally found near lead smelters. Other stationary sources are waste incinerators, utilities, and lead-acid battery 
manufacturers (EPA 2010). 

Once taken into the body, lead distributes throughout the body in the blood and is accumulated in the bones. 
Depending on the level of exposure, lead can adversely affect the nervous system, kidney function, immune 
system, reproductive and developmental systems and the cardiovascular system. Lead exposure also affects the 
oxygen carrying capacity of the blood. The lead effects most commonly encountered in current populations are 
neurological effects in children and cardiovascular effects (e.g., high blood pressure and heart disease) in adults. 
Infants and young children are especially sensitive to even low levels of lead, which may contribute to behavioral 
problems, learning deficits and lowered IQ. In addition to exposure to lead in air, other major exposure pathways 
include ingestion of lead in drinking water and lead-contaminated food as well as incidental ingestion of lead-
contaminated soil and dust (EPA 2010). 

The decrease in lead emissions and ambient lead concentrations over the past 32 years is California’s most 
dramatic success story. The rapid decrease in lead concentrations can be attributed primarily to phasing out the 
lead in gasoline (ARB 2010a). 

Monitoring Station Data and Attainment Area Designations 

Concentrations of criteria air pollutants are measured at several monitoring stations in the SJVAB. The closest 
station to the project site is the Stockton–Hazelton Street station, located approximately 5 miles northwest of the 
project site. This monitoring station is located on the valley floor and thus is at an elevation similar to that of the 
project site. Table 4.1-1 summarizes the air quality data from the Stockton–Hazelton Street station for the most 
recent 3 years, 2007–2009. 

Both ARB and EPA use this type of monitoring data to designate areas according to attainment status for criteria 
air pollutants. The purpose of these designations is to identify areas with air quality problems and thereby initiate 
planning efforts for improvement. The three basic designation categories are nonattainment (“N”), attainment 
(“A”), and unclassified (“U”). The “unclassified” designation is used in areas that cannot be classified on the basis 
of available information as meeting or not meeting the standards. In addition, the California designations include 
a subcategory of the nonattainment designation, called “nonattainment-transitional.” This designation is given to 
nonattainment areas that are progressing and nearing attainment. The most current attainment designations for the 
San Joaquin County portion of the SJVAB for each criteria air pollutant are shown in Table 4.1-2. On September 
25, 2008, EPA redesignated the SJVAB to attainment for the national PM10 standard and approved a PM10 
maintenance plan (SJVAPCD 2010a). 
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Table 4.1-1 
Summary of Annual Ambient Air Quality Data (2007–2009)a 

 2007 2008 2009 

Ozone    

Maximum concentration (1-hour/8-hour, ppm) (national/Californiab) 0.093/0.081 0.105/0.090  0.116/0.096

Number of days state standard exceeded (1-hour) 0 2 2 

Number of days national standard exceeded (1-hour/8-hour) 0/3 0/4  0/2 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)    

Maximum concentration (1-hour, ppm) 0.070 0.076  0.068 

Annual average (ppm) 0.016 0.017 0.015  

Number of days state standard exceeded (1-hour) 0 0 0  

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)    

Maximum concentration (μg/m3) (national/Californiab) 52.0/66.8  81.2/53.3 48.4/66.8  

Number of days national standard exceeded (measured/estimatedc) 11/34.1  9/27.7 5/15.9  

National/California annual average (μg/m3)b 12.9/13.5  14.3/14.1 11.3/13.4  

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10)    

Maximum concentration (μg/m3) (national/Californiab) 71.0/75.0 104.5/105.0 58.7/58.8 

Number of days state standard exceeded (measured/estimatedc) 4/23.5 8/48.6  3/18.2 

Number of days national standard exceeded (measured/estimatedb) 0/0 0/0 0/0 

Carbon Monoxide (CO)    

Maximum concentration (8-hour, ppm) 2.31 1.86 2.29 

Number of days state standard exceeded (8-hour) 0 0 0 

Number of days national standard exceeded (8-hour) 0 0 0 

Notes: μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; ppm = parts per million; — = data not available 
a Measurements were recorded at the Stockton–Hazelton Street monitoring station. 
b California and national statistics may differ for the following reasons: California statistics are based on California-approved samplers, 

whereas national statistics are based on samplers using national reference or equivalent methods. State and national statistics may 

therefore be based on different samplers. California statistics are based on local conditions and national statistics are based on standard 

conditions. California criteria for ensuring that data are sufficiently complete for calculating valid annual averages are more stringent than 

the national criteria. 
c Measured days are those days that an actual measurement exceeded the respective standard. Measurements are typically collected 

every 6 days. Estimated days are the mathematically derived number of days that a measurement would have been greater than the 

applicable standard had measurements been collected every day. The number of days above the standard is not necessarily the number 

of violations of the standard for the year. 

Sources: ARB 2010b 

 

Existing Emissions 

According to San Joaquin County’s emissions inventory, mobile sources are the largest contributor to the 
estimated annual average levels of ROG, CO, and NOX, accounting for approximately 52%, 88%, and 86%, 
respectively, of the total emissions. Area sources account for approximately 80% and 57% of the county’s PM10 
and PM2.5 emissions, respectively. Stationary sources generate 85% of the county’s SOX emissions (ARB 2010e). 
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Table 4.1-2 
Ambient Air Quality Standards and Designations for San Joaquin County 

Pollutant Averaging 
Time 

California a National Standards b 

Standardsc Attainment Status i Primary c,d Secondary c,e Attainment Status l 

Ozone 

1-hour 
0.09 ppm 

(180 μg/m3) 
N (Severe) – 

Same as Primary Standard 

– 

8-hour 
0.070 ppm 

(137 μg/m3) 
– 

0.075 ppm 
(147 μg/m3) 

N(Serious) j 

Respirable Particulate 
Matter (PM10) 

24-hour 50 μg/m3 

N 

150 μg/m3 

Same as Primary Standard Ak Annual Arithmetic 
Mean 

20 μg/m3 – 

Fine Particulate Matter 
(PM2.5) 

24-hour – – 35 μg/m3 

Same as Primary Standard N Annual Arithmetic 
Mean 

12 μg/m3 N 15 μg/m3 

Carbon Monoxide 
(CO) 

8-hour 
9 ppm 

(10 mg/m3) 
A 

9 ppm 
(10 mg/m3) 

– U/A 

1-hour 
20 ppm 

(23 mg/m3) 
35 ppm 

(40 mg/m3) 

8-hour (Lake 
Taboe) 

6 ppm 
(7 mg/m3) 

– – – – 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
(NO2) 

Annual Arithmetic 
Mean 

0.030 ppm
(57 μg/m3) 

– 
0.053 ppm 

(100 μg/m3) 
Same as Primary Standard U/A 

1-hour 
0.18 ppm 

(339 μg/m3) 
A 0.100 pm f – – 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 

24-hour 
0.04 ppm 

(105 μg/m3) 
A – – 

U 

3-hour – – – 
0.5 ppm 

(1300 μg/m3) g 

1-hour 
0.25 ppm 

(655 μg/m3) 
A 

0.75 ppm 
(196 μg/m3) g 

– – 

Lead h 
30-day Average 1.5 μg/m3 A – – – 

Calendar Quarter – – 1.5 μg/m3 Same as Primary Standard – 
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Table 4.1-2 
Ambient Air Quality Standards and Designations for San Joaquin County 

Pollutant Averaging 
Time 

California a National Standards b 

Standardsc Attainment Status i Primary c,d Secondary c,e Attainment Status l 

Visibility-Reducing 
Particle Matter 

8-hour 
Extinction coefficient of 0.23 
per kilometer —visibility of 

10 miles or more 
U 

No 
National 

Standards 

Sulfates 24-hour 25 μg/m3 A 

Hydrogen Sulfide 1-hour 
0.03 ppm 

(42 μg/m3) 
U 

Vinyl Chloride h 24-hour 
0.01 ppm 

(26 μg/m3) 
A 

Notes: μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; mg/m3 = milligrams per cubic meter; ppm = parts per million 
a California standards for ozone, CO (except Lake Tahoe), SO2 (1- and 24-hour), NO2, particulate matter, and visibility-reducing particles are values that are not to be exceeded. All 

others are not to be equaled or exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of 
Regulations. 

b National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic means) are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone 
standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration in a year, averaged over 3 years, is equal to or less than the standard. The PM10 24-hour standard is attained when 
99% of the daily concentrations, averaged over 3 years, are equal to or less than the standard. The PM2.5 24-hour standard is attained when 98% of the daily concentrations, averaged 
over 3 years, are equal to or less than the standard.  

c Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated (i.e., parts per million [ppm] or micrograms per cubic meter [μg/m3]). Equivalent units given in parentheses are based 
upon a reference temperature of 25 degrees Celsius (°C) and a reference pressure of 760 torr.; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas. 

d National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health. 
e National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. 
f To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average at each monitor within an area must not exceed 0.100 ppm (effective January 

22, 2010). 
g On June 2, 2010, EPA established a new 1-hour SO2 standards, effective August 23, 2010, which is based on the 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile of 1-hour daily 

maximum concentrations. EPA also revoked both the existing 24-hour SO2 standard of 0.14 ppm and the annual primary SO2 standard of 0.030 ppm, effective August 23, 2010. The 
secondary SO2 standard was not revised at this time; however, the secondary standard is undergoing a separate review by EPA. Note that the new standard is in units of parts per 
billion (ppb). California standards are in units of parts per million (ppm). To directly compare the new primary national standard to the California standard the units can be converted to 
ppm. In this case, the national standard of 75 ppb is identical to 0.075 ppm.  

h ARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as toxic air contaminants with no threshold of exposure for adverse health effects determined. These actions allow for the implementation of 
control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants. 

i Unclassified (U): The data are incomplete and do not support a designation of attainment or nonattainment. 
 Attainment (A): The state standard for that pollutant was not violated at any site in the area during a 3-year period. 
 Nonattainment (N): There was a least one violation of a state standard for that pollutant in the area.  
j On April 30, 2007, the Governing Board of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) voted to ask EPA to reclassify the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB) as 

extreme nonattainment for the federal 8-hour ozone standards. The California Air Resources Board approved this request on June 14, 2007. This request must be forwarded to EPA 
by the California Air Resources Board and would become effective upon EPA final rulemaking after a notice and comment process; it is not yet in effect. 

k On September 25, 2008, EPA redesignated the SJVAB to attainment and approved the PM10 maintenance plan.  
l Nonattainment (N): Any area that does not meet (or that contributes to ambient air quality in a nearby area that does not meet) the national primary or secondary ambient air quality 

standard for the pollutant. 
 Attainment (A): Any area that meets the national primary or secondary ambient air quality standard for the pollutant. 
 Unclassifiable (U): Any area that cannot be classified on the basis of available information as meeting or not meeting the national primary or secondary ambient air quality standard for 

the pollutant. 
Sources: SJVAPCD 2010a; ARB 2010c; ARB 2010d 

\ 
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EXISTING AIR QUALITY―TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS 

Concentrations of toxic air contaminants (TACs), or in federal parlance, hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), are also 
used as indicators of ambient-air-quality conditions. A TAC is a toxic air pollutant that may cause or contribute to 
an increase in mortality or serious illness, or that may pose a hazard to human health. TACs are usually present in 
minute quantities in the ambient air; however, their high toxicity or health risk may pose a threat to public health 
even at low concentrations. 

According to the California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality (ARB 2010a), most of the estimated health 
risk from TACs can be attributed to relatively few compounds, the most important being particulate matter from 
diesel-fueled engines (diesel PM). Diesel PM differs from other TACs in that it is not a single substance, but 
rather a complex mixture of hundreds of substances. Although diesel PM is emitted by diesel-fueled internal 
combustion engines, the composition of the emissions varies depending on engine type, operating conditions, fuel 
composition, lubricating oil, and whether an emission control system is present. 

No ambient monitoring data are available for diesel PM (unlike the other TACs) because no routine measurement 
method currently exists. However, ARB has made preliminary estimates of concentrations based on a PM 
exposure method. This method uses the ARB emissions inventory’s PM10 database, ambient PM10 monitoring 
data, and the results from several studies to estimate concentrations of diesel PM. In addition to diesel PM, the 
TACs for which data are available that pose the greatest existing ambient risk in California are benzene, 1,3-
butadiene, acetaldehyde, benzene, carbon tetrachloride, hexavalent chromium, para-dichlorobenzene, 
formaldehyde, methylene chloride, and perchloroethylene. 

Diesel PM poses the greatest health risk among these 10 TACs. Based on receptor modeling techniques, ARB 
estimated the SJVAB’s health risk from diesel PM in 2000 to be 390 excess cancer cases per million people. The 
health risk of diesel PM in the SJVAB has been reduced by 50% since 1990. Overall, levels of TACs have gone 
down since 1990, except for para-dichlorobenzene and formaldehyde (ARB 2010a). 

According to ARB’s Community Health Air Pollution Information System, no major stationary sources of TACs 
exist within 2 miles of the project site (ARB 2010f). A sanitary landfill operated by Forward Inc., located over 1 
mile south of the proposed NCRF project site and over 1,700 feet south of the DeWitt Nelson site on Austin 
Road, contains stationary sources such as flare stations and diesel fired internal combustion engines that emit 
TACs. These sources are permitted under applicable federal regulations (40 CFR Parts 60 and 62), SJVAPCD 
rules (Rules 2201, 2520, 4101, 4102), and the California Health and Safety Code. These sources were analyzed by 
SJVAPCD through health risk assessments to determine the risks associated with toxic emissions. It was 
determined that these sources individually would not emit toxics in excess of SJVAPCD’s threshold of 
significance for TACs. The TAC sources at the landfill must implement the best available control technology for 
TACs (T-BACT) to reduce emissions and ensure that the collective health risk associated with toxic emissions 
from the landfill does not exceed SJVAPCD’s significance threshold. Vehicles on State Route (SR) 99, which is 
located approximately 1 mile west of the project site, are sources of diesel PM and other TACs associated with 
vehicle exhaust. 

EXISTING AIR QUALITY CONDITIONS—ODORS 

Odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather than a health hazard. However, manifestations of a person’s 
reaction to foul odors can range from psychological (e.g., irritation, anger, or anxiety) to physiological 
(e.g., circulatory and respiratory effects, nausea, vomiting, and headache). 

With respect to odors, the human nose is the sole sensing device. The ability to detect odors varies considerably 
among the population and overall is quite subjective. Some individuals have the ability to smell very minute 
quantities of specific substances; others may not have the same sensitivity but may be sensitive to odors of other 
substances. In addition, people may have different reactions to the same odor; an odor that is offensive to one 
person may be perfectly acceptable to another (e.g., fast-food restaurant). It is important to also note that an 
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unfamiliar odor is more easily detected and is more likely to cause complaints than a familiar one. This is because 
of the phenomenon known as odor fatigue, in which a person can become desensitized to almost any odor and 
recognition only occurs when the intensity of the odor changes. 

Quality and intensity are two properties present in any odor. The quality of an odor indicates the nature of the 
smell experience. For instance, if a person describes an odor as flowery or sweet, then the person is describing the 
quality of the odor. Intensity refers to the strength of the odor. For example, a person may use the word “strong” 
to describe the intensity of an odor. Odor intensity depends on the odorant concentration in the air. When an 
odorous sample is progressively diluted, the concentration decreases. As this occurs, the intensity of the odor 
weakens and eventually becomes so low that the odor is quite difficult to detect or recognize. At some point 
during dilution, the concentration of the odorant reaches a detection threshold. An odorant concentration below 
the threshold means that the concentration in the air is not detectable by the average human. 

Existing potential sources of odors in the project vicinity are a sanitary landfill operated by Forward Inc. over 1 
mile south of the NCRF project site (over 1,700 feet south of the DeWitt Nelson project site) on Austin Road and 
surrounding agricultural uses. However, no major agriculture-related odor sources (e.g., pig or dairy operations) 
are located within 2 miles. According to SJVAPCD, there have been no confirmed odor complaints for the landfill 
(Haywood, pers. comm., 2010). 

EXISTING AIR QUALITY―GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

This discussion presents the current state of climate change science and GHG emissions sources. 

Attributing Climate Change―The Physical Scientific Basis 

Certain gases in the earth’s atmosphere, classified as GHGs, play a critical role in determining the earth’s surface 
temperature. Solar radiation enters the earth’s atmosphere from space. A portion of the radiation is absorbed by 
the earth’s surface and a smaller portion of this radiation is reflected back toward space. This absorbed radiation is 
then emitted from the earth as low-frequency infrared radiation. The frequencies at which bodies emit radiation 
are proportional to temperature. The earth has a much lower temperature than the sun; therefore, the earth emits 
lower frequency radiation. Most solar radiation passes through GHGs; however, infrared radiation is absorbed by 
these gases. As a result, radiation that otherwise would have escaped back into space is instead “trapped,” 
resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. This phenomenon, known as the greenhouse effect, is responsible for 
maintaining a habitable climate on Earth. Without the greenhouse effect, Earth would not be able to support life 
as we know it. 

Prominent GHGs contributing to the greenhouse effect are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide 
(N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). Human-caused 
emissions of these GHGs in excess of natural ambient concentrations are responsible for intensifying the 
greenhouse effect and have led to a trend of unnatural warming of the earth’s climate, known as global climate 
change or global warming. It is extremely unlikely that global climate change of the past 50 years can be 
explained without the contribution from human activities (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC] 
2007). 

Climate change is a global problem. GHGs are global pollutants, unlike criteria air pollutants and toxic air 
contaminants, which are pollutants of regional and local concern. Whereas pollutants with localized air quality 
effects have relatively short atmospheric lifetimes (about 1 day), GHGs have long atmospheric lifetimes (1 year to 
several thousand years). GHGs persist in the atmosphere for long enough time periods to be dispersed around the 
globe. Although the exact lifetime of any particular GHG molecule is dependent on multiple variables and cannot 
be pinpointed, it is understood that more CO2 is emitted into the atmosphere than is sequestered by ocean uptake, 
vegetation, and other forms of sequestration. Of the total annual human-caused CO2 emissions, approximately 
54% is sequestered through ocean uptake, uptake by northern hemisphere forest regrowth, and other terrestrial 
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sinks within a year, whereas the remaining 46% of human-caused CO2 emissions remains stored in the 
atmosphere (Seinfeld and Pandis 1998). 

Similarly, impacts of GHGs are borne globally, as opposed to localized air quality effects of criteria air pollutants 
and toxic air contaminants. The quantity of GHGs that it takes to ultimately result in climate change is not 
precisely known; suffice it to say, the quantity is enormous, and no single project alone would measurably 
contribute to a noticeable incremental change in the global average temperature, or to global, local, or micro 
climates. From the standpoint of CEQA, GHG impacts to global climate change are inherently cumulative. 

Attributing Climate Change―Greenhouse Gas Emission Sources 

Emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change are attributable in large part to human activities 
associated with the transportation, industrial/manufacturing, utility, residential, commercial and agricultural 
emissions sectors (ARB 2009). In California, the transportation sector is the largest emitter of GHGs, followed by 
electricity generation (ARB 2009). Emissions of CO2 are byproducts of fossil fuel combustion. CH4, a highly 
potent GHG, results from off-gassing (the release of chemicals from nonmetallic substances under ambient or 
greater pressure conditions) and is largely associated with agricultural practices and landfills. N2O is also largely 
attributable to agricultural practices and soil management. CO2 sinks, or reservoirs, include vegetation and the 
ocean, which absorb CO2 through sequestration and dissolution, respectively, two of the most common processes 
of CO2 sequestration. 

State Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory 

According to different ranking systems, California is the 12th to 16th largest emitter of CO2 in the world 
(California Energy Commission [CEC] 2006a). California produced 484 million gross metric tons of CO2 
equivalent (CO2e) in 2004 (ARB 2009). CO2e is a measurement used to account for the fact that different GHGs 
have different potential to retain infrared radiation in the atmosphere and contribute to the greenhouse effect. This 
potential, known as the global warming potential (GWP) of a GHG, is dependent on the lifetime, or persistence, 
of the gas molecule in the atmosphere. For example, as described in Appendix C, “Calculation References,” of the 
General Reporting Protocol of the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR), 1 ton of CH4 has the same 
contribution to the greenhouse effect as approximately 21 tons of CO2 (CCAR 2009). Therefore, CH4 is a much 
more potent GHG than CO2. Expressing emissions in CO2e takes the contributions of all GHG emissions to the 
greenhouse effect and converts them to a single unit equivalent to the effect that would occur if only CO2 were 
being emitted. 

Combustion of fossil fuel in the transportation sector was the single largest source of California’s GHG emissions 
in 2004, accounting for 38% of total GHG emissions in the state (ARB 2008). This sector was followed by the 
electric power sector (including both in-state and out-of-state sources) (23%) and the industrial sector (20%) 
(ARB 2008). See Exhibit 4.1-1 below. 

Local Inventory 

Neither San Joaquin County nor SJVAPCD have conducted a GHG emissions inventory at the time of writing. 

Adaptation to Climate Change 

According to the IPCC, which was established in 1988 by the World Meteorological Organization and the United 
Nations Environment Programme, global average temperature is expected to increase by 3–7°F by the end of the 
century, depending on future GHG emission scenarios (IPCC 2007). According to the California Natural 
Resources Agency (CNRA) temperatures in California are projected to increase 2–5°F by 2050 (CNRA 2009) and 
by 4–9°F by 2100. 
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Source: ARB 2008 

California’s Greenhouse Gas Emissions by  
Economic Sector (2002–2004 Average) Exhibit 4.1-1 

Resource areas other than air quality and global average temperature could be indirectly affected by the 
accumulation of GHG emissions. For example, an increase in the global average temperature is expected to result 
in a decreased volume of precipitation falling as snow in California and an overall reduction in snowpack in the 
Sierra Nevada. According to the California Energy Commission (CEC 2006b), the snowpack portion of the 
State’s water supply could potentially decline by 30–90% by the end of the 21st century. An increase in 
precipitation falling as rain rather than snow also could lead to increased potential for floods because water that 
would normally be held in the Sierra Nevada until spring could flow into the Central Valley concurrently with 
winter storm events. This scenario would place more pressure on California’s levee/flood control system. 

Another outcome of global climate change is sea level rise. Sea level rose approximately 7 inches during the last 
century and it is predicted to rise an additional 7–22 inches by 2100, depending on the future levels of GHG 
emissions (IPCC 2007). CNRA projects that sea levels along California will rise 12–18 inches by 2050 and 21–55 
inches by 2100 (CNRA 2009). As the existing climate throughout California changes over time, the ranges of 
various plant and wildlife species could shift or be reduced, depending on the favored temperature and moisture 
regimes of each species. In the worst cases, some species would become extinct or be extirpated from the state if 
suitable conditions are no longer available. Climate change is also expected to lead to increased frequency and 
intensity of wildfire in California (CEC 2006c; CNRA 2009). 

4.1.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

Air quality within the project area is regulated by EPA, ARB, SJVAPCD, and San Joaquin County. Each of these 
agencies develops rules, regulations, policies, and/or goals to comply with applicable legislation. In addition, 
because the project site is located within the urban services boundary of the City of Stockton, air quality-related 
policies in its general plan are also relevant. Although EPA regulations may not be superseded, both state and 
local regulations may be more stringent. 
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CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANTS 

Federal Plans, Policies, Regulations, and Laws 

EPA has been charged with implementing national air quality programs. EPA’s air quality mandates are drawn 
primarily from the Clean Air Act (CAA), which was enacted in 1970. The most recent major amendments made 
by Congress were in 1990. 

The CAA required EPA to establish national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS). As shown in Table 4.1-2, 
EPA has established primary and secondary NAAQS for several criteria air pollutants: ozone, CO, NO2, SO2, 
PM10, PM2.5, and lead. The primary standards protect the public health and the secondary standards protect public 
welfare. The CAA also required each state to prepare an air quality control plan referred to as a state 
implementation plan (SIP). The federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) added requirements for 
states with nonattainment areas to revise their SIPs to incorporate additional control measures to reduce air 
pollution. The SIP is modified periodically to reflect the latest emissions inventories, planning documents, and 
rules and regulations of the air basins as reported by their jurisdictional agencies. EPA must review all SIPs to 
determine whether they conform to the mandates of the CAA and CAAA and whether their implementation will 
achieve air quality goals. If EPA determines a SIP to be inadequate, a federal implementation plan that imposes 
additional control measures may be prepared for the nonattainment area. Failure to submit an approvable SIP or to 
implement the plan within the mandated time frame may cause sanctions to be applied to transportation funding 
and stationary air pollution sources in the air basin. 

State Plans, Policies, Regulations, and Laws 

ARB is responsible for coordination and oversight of state and local air pollution control programs in California 
and for implementing the California Clean Air Act (CCAA). The CCAA, which was adopted in 1988, required 
ARB to establish the California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) (Table 4.1-2). ARB has established 
CAAQS for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, visibility-reducing particulate matter, and the above-
mentioned criteria air pollutants. In most cases the CAAQS are more stringent than the NAAQS. Differences in 
the standards are generally explained by the health effects studies considered during the standard-setting process 
and interpretation of the studies. In addition, the CAAQS incorporate a margin of safety to protect sensitive 
individuals. 

The CCAA requires that all local air districts in the state endeavor to achieve and maintain the CAAQS by the 
earliest practical date. The act specifies that local air districts should focus particular attention on reducing the 
emissions from transportation and areawide emission sources, and provides districts with the authority to regulate 
indirect sources. 

Among ARB’s other responsibilities are overseeing local air districts’ compliance with federal and California 
laws, approving local air quality plans, submitting SIPs to EPA, monitoring air quality, determining and updating 
area designations and maps, and setting emissions standards for new mobile sources, consumer products, small 
utility engines, off-road vehicles, and fuels. 

ARB and local air pollution control districts are currently developing plans for meeting new national air quality 
standards for ozone and PM2.5. California’s adopted 2007 state strategy was submitted to EPA as a revision to the 
SIP in November 2007 and revisions to this plan were submitted by ARB to EPA in August 2009 (ARB 2010g). 

Local Plans, Policies, Regulations, and Ordinances 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 

SJVAPCD seeks to improve air quality conditions in the SJVAB through a comprehensive program of planning, 
regulation, enforcement, technical innovation, and promotion of the understanding of air quality issues. The 
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clean-air strategy of SJVAPCD includes preparing plans and programs for the attainment of ambient air quality 
standards, adopting and enforcing rules and regulations, and issuing permits for stationary sources. SJVAPCD 
also inspects stationary sources, responds to citizen complaints, monitors ambient air quality and meteorological 
conditions, and implements other programs and regulations required by the CAA, CAAA, and CCAA. 

Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts 

In January 2002, SJVAPCD released a revision to a previously adopted guidelines document. The revised Guide 
for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (SJVAPCD 2002) is an advisory document that provides lead 
agencies, consultants, and project applicants with uniform procedures for addressing air quality in environmental 
documents. The guide contains the following applicable components: 

► criteria and thresholds for determining whether a project may have a significant adverse air quality impact, 

► specific procedures and modeling protocols for quantifying and analyzing air quality impacts, 

► methods available to mitigate air quality impacts, and 

► information for use in air quality assessments that will be updated more frequently such as air quality data, 
regulatory setting, climate, and topography. 

Air Quality Attainment Plans 

SJVAPCD prepares and submits air quality attainment plans (AQAPs) to ARB in compliance with the 
requirements set forth in the CCAA. ARB incorporates these plans into the SIP and forwards SIP revisions to 
EPA for approval and publication in the Federal Register. The CCAA also requires that air quality management 
districts and air pollution control districts conduct a triennial assessment of the extent to which air quality has 
improved and emissions have been reduced through the use of control measures. As part of the assessment, the 
AQAPs must be reviewed and, if necessary, revised to correct deficiencies in progress and to incorporate new 
data or projections. Because the SJVAB is a nonattainment area for certain pollutants, SJVAPCD is also required 
to submit rate-of-progress milestone evaluations in accordance with the CAAA. These milestone reports include 
demonstrations that the requirements for the nonattainment area have been met. The AQAPs and reports present 
comprehensive strategies to reduce emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10 from stationary, area, mobile, and indirect 
sources. Such strategies include the adoption of rules and regulations; enhancement of CEQA participation; 
implementation of a new and modified indirect-source review program; adoption of local air quality plans; and 
development of stationary-, mobile-, and indirect-source control measures. Table 4.1-3 summarizes SJVAPCD’s 
current AQAPs. 

Rules and Regulations 

As mentioned above, SJVAPCD adopts rules and regulations. All projects are subject to SJVAPCD rules and 
regulations in effect at the time of construction. The specific rules listed below are applicable to the construction 
of the proposed project. 

► Regulation VIII—Fugitive Dust PM10 Prohibitions: Rules 8011–8081 are designed to reduce PM10 
emissions (predominantly dust and dirt) generated by human activity, including construction and demolition 
activities, road construction, bulk materials storage, paved and unpaved roads, carryout and track out, and 
landfill operations. Compliance with Regulation VIII is mandatory, so compliance by CDCR is assumed in 
this analysis. 

If a nonresidential project is 5.0 or more acres in area, a dust control plan must be submitted as specified in 
Section 6.3.1 of Rule 8021. Therefore, CDCR is required to submit a dust control plan, and construction 
activities would not commence until SJVAPCD has approved the plan. 
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Table 4.1-3 
Summary of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s Air Quality Attainment Plans 

Pollutant Plan Title Date Status 

Ozone 

Extreme Ozone Attainment Demonstration 
Plan, San Joaquin Valley Air Basin Plan 
Demonstrating Attainment of Federal 1-Hour 
Ozone Standards 

October 2004, 
Amended October 
2005 

Adopted by SJVAPCD and ARB in 
October 2004. Clarifications adopted 
by SJVAPCD in August 2008. 
Approved by EPA in march 2010. 

8-Hour Ozone Attainment Demonstration Plan 
for the San Joaquin Valley 

June 2007 
Adopted by SJVAPCD in April 2007. 
Approved by ARB on June 14, 2007.  

Carbon 
monoxide 
(CO) 

2004 Revision to the California State 
Implementation Plan for Carbon Monoxide 
Updated Maintenance Plan for the Federal 
Planning Areas 

July 2004 Adopted by ARB July 2004. 

Respirable 
and fine 
particulate 
matter (PM10 
and PM2.5) 

2007 PM10 Maintenance Plan and Request for 
Redesignation 

September 2007 

EPA redesignated SJVAB to 
attainment for the PM10 NAAQS and 
approved the PM10 Maintenance Plan 
in September 2008. 

2008 PM2.5 Plan April 2008 
Adopted by SJVAPCD in April 2008. 
Submitted to ARB.  

Natural Events Action Plan for High Wind 
Events in the San Joaquin Valley 

February 2006 
Adopted by SJVAPCD in February 
2006. Submitted to ARB. 

Notes: ARB = California Air Resources Board; EPA = U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 

Control District 

Source: ARB 2004; SJVAPCD 2010b; SJVAPCD 2006; SJVAPCD 2007;SJVAPCD 2008 

 

► Rule 2010—Permits Required: This rule applies to anyone who plans to or does operate, construct, alter, or 
replace any source operation that may emit air contaminants or may reduce the emission of air contaminants. 
The proposed project would be subject to SJVAPCD permitting requirements for stationary sources such as 
boilers or back-up generators. If SJVAPCD permits are required, permit applications should be submitted as 
soon as possible to avoid project delays. 

► Rule 2201—New and Modified Stationary Source Review Rule: This rule applies to all new stationary 
sources and all modifications of existing stationary sources. They are subject to SJVAPCD permit 
requirements if, after construction, they emit or may emit one or more affected pollutant. 

► Rule 2550—Federally Mandated Preconstruction Review for Major Sources of Air Toxics: This rule 
applies to applications to construct or reconstruct a major air toxics source with Authority to Construct issued 
on or after June 28, 1998. 

► Rule 3135—Dust Control Plan Fee: This rule requires applicants to submit a fee in addition to a dust control 
plan. The purpose of this fee is to recover SJVAPCD’s cost for reviewing such plans and conducting 
compliance inspections. 

► Rule 4002—National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants: This rule applies to all sources 
of hazardous air pollution and requires them to comply with the standards, criteria, and requirements set forth 
therein. 

► Rule 4101—Visible Emissions: This rule prohibits emissions of visible air contaminants to the atmosphere 
and applies to any source operation that emits or may emit air contaminants. 
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► Rule 4102—Nuisance: This rule applies to any source operation that emits or may emit air contaminants or 
other materials. If such emissions create a public nuisance, the owner/operator could be in violation and be 
subject to enforcement action by SJVAPCD. 

► Rule 4601—Architectural Coatings: This rule limits volatile organic compounds from architectural coatings 
by specifying storage, cleanup, and labeling requirements for architectural coatings. 

► Rule 4641—Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving and Maintenance Operations: This 
rule applies to the manufacture and use of the aforementioned asphalt types for paving and maintenance 
operations. 

► Rule 9510—Indirect Source Review: This rule was adopted to reduce the impacts of growth in emissions 
from all new development in the San Joaquin Valley. The purposes of Rule 9510 are to (1) fulfill SJVAPCD’s 
emissions reduction commitments in the PM10 and ozone attainment plans, (2) reduce emissions from 
development projects through design features and on-site measures, and (3) reduce emissions from 
development projects through off-site measures. 

The application of Rule 9510 depends on the type and size of a development project. The rule would apply to 
correctional facilities that exceed 9,000 square feet or more upon full buildout. Projects that exceed their 
respective screening level must file an Air Impact Assessment (AIA) application with SJVAPCD. The AIA 
lists all the attributes of a project, including on-site mitigation measures, so that SJVAPCD can estimate its 
emissions and assess the appropriate ISR fee for off-setting project-related emissions.  

Rule 9510 requires applicants to provide information that enables SJVAPCD to quantify construction, area-
source, and operational NOX and exhaust PM10 emissions. Rule 9510 requires emissions of construction 
exhaust to be reduced by 20% for NOX and 45% for PM10 when compared to the statewide fleet average. For 
operations, emissions of NOX must be reduced by 33.3% and emissions of exhaust PM10 must be reduced by 
50%; the reductions may occur over 10 years. The applicant may reduce both the construction emissions and 
the operations emissions by implementing on-site measures and/or by paying an off-site fee. However, if the 
initial calculation shows that emissions would be less than 2 tons per year of NOX or exhaust PM10, then 
emission reduction measures are not required. 

On-site measures to mitigate construction emissions may include using cleaner fuels, retrofitting equipment 
on engines and exhaust systems, and using new, low-emissions engine types. Measures to reduce operational 
emissions include designing buildings for energy efficiency and planning sites to reduce the generation of 
vehicle trips. 

San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 

The following policies are set forth in the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 relating to air quality. These 
policies are not directly applicable to the proposed projects. The lead agency is citing these policies, however, in 
order to assist with the determination of whether the projects’ impacts are significant. 

Resources—Air Quality 

► Objective 1: To protect public health, agricultural crops, scenic resources, and the built and natural 
environments from air pollution. 

• Policy 1: San Joaquin County shall meet and maintain all State and national standards for air quality. 

• Policy 2: Motor vehicle emissions shall be minimized through land use and transportation strategies, as 
well as by promotion of alternative fuels. 
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• Policy 3: Projects shall be designed to minimize concentrations of carbon monoxide (hot spots). 

• Policy 4: Air quality hazards from pesticides shall be minimized. 

• Policy 5: The elimination of chlorofluorocarbons shall be supported. 

City of Stockton General Plan 2035 

The following goal and policies are set forth in the City of Stockton General Plan 2035 relating to air quality. 
These policies are not directly applicable to the proposed projects. The lead agency is citing these policies, 
however, in order to assist with the determination of whether the projects’ impacts are significant. 

Health and Safety—Air Quality 

► Goal HS-4: To improve air quality and to minimize the adverse effects of air pollution on human health and 
the economy. 

• Policy HS-4.1: Cooperation with Local and Regional Agencies. The City shall cooperate with other 
local, regional, and State agencies in developing and implementing air quality plans to achieve State and 
Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards (i.e., NAAQS). 

• Policy HS-4.2: Regional Agency Review. The City shall participate with cities, surrounding counties, 
and regional agencies to address cross jurisdictional and regional transportation and air quality issues. 

• Policy HS-4.4: Support Regional Air Quality Attainment Plans. The City shall support 
recommendations to reduce air pollutants found in the SJVAPCD local attainment plans and use its 
regulatory authority to mitigate “point” sources of air pollution (e.g., factories and power plants). 

• Policy HS-4.6: CEQA Compliance and Air Quality Mitigation. The City shall ensure that air quality 
impacts identified during the CEQA review process are fairly and consistently mitigated. The City shall 
require projects to comply with the City’s adopted air quality impact assessment and mitigation process, 
and to provide specific mitigation measures as outlined in policies of Chapter 8 Transportation and 
Circulation. 

• Policy HS-4.14: Parking Controls. The City shall provide disincentives for single-occupant vehicle trips 
through parking supply and pricing controls in areas where supply is limited and alternative transportation 
modes are available. 

• Policy HS-4.16: Planning Programs. The City shall support land use, transportation management, 
infrastructure, and environmental planning programs that reduce vehicle emissions and improve air 
quality. 

TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS 

Air quality regulations also focus on TACs, or in federal parlance, HAPs. In general, for those TACs that may 
cause cancer, there is no concentration that does not present some level of theoretical risk. In other words, there is 
no threshold level below which adverse health impacts may not be expected to occur. This contrasts with the 
criteria air pollutants, for which acceptable levels of exposure can be determined and for which the ambient 
standards have been established (Table 4.1-2). EPA and ARB regulate HAPs and TACs, respectively, through 
statutes and regulations that generally require the use of the maximum or best available control technology for 
toxics (MACT and BACT) to limit emissions. These in conjunction with additional rules set forth by SJVAPCD 
establish the regulatory framework for TACs. 
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Federal Hazardous Air Pollutant Programs 

EPA has programs for identifying and regulating HAPs. Title III of the CAAA directed EPA to promulgate 
national emissions standards for HAPs (NESHAP). The NESHAP for major sources may differ from the 
NESHAP for area sources of HAPs. Major sources are stationary sources with potential to emit more than 10 tons 
per year (TPY) of any HAP or more than 25 TPY of any combination of HAPs; all other sources are considered 
area sources. The CAAA called on EPA to promulgate emissions standards in two phases. In the first phase 
(1992–2000), EPA developed technology-based emission standards designed to produce the maximum emission 
reduction achievable. These standards are generally referred to as requiring MACT. For area sources, the 
standards may be different, based on generally available control technology. In the second phase (2001–2008), 
EPA, where deemed necessary, promulgated health risk–based emissions standards to address risks remaining 
after implementation of the technology-based NESHAP standards. 

The CAAA also required EPA to promulgate vehicle or fuel standards containing reasonable requirements to 
control toxic emissions of, at a minimum, benzene and formaldehyde. Performance criteria were established to 
limit mobile-source emissions of toxics, including benzene, formaldehyde, and 1,3-butadiene. In addition, 
Section 219 of the CAAA required the use of reformulated gasoline in selected areas with the most severe ozone 
nonattainment conditions to further reduce mobile-source emissions. 

State and Local Programs Regulating Toxic Air Contaminants 

TACs in California are regulated primarily through the Tanner Air Toxics Act, also known as the Tanner Act 
(Assembly Bill [AB] 1807 [Chapter 1047, Statutes of 1983]) and the Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and 
Assessment Act of 1987, also known as the Hot Spots Act (AB 2588 [Chapter 1252, Statutes of 1987]). The 
Tanner Act sets forth a formal procedure for ARB to designate substances as TACs. Research, public 
participation, and scientific peer review must occur before ARB can designate a substance as a TAC. To date, 
ARB has identified more than 21 TACs and adopted EPA’s list of HAPs as TACs. Diesel PM was identified as a 
TAC by ARB in 1998. 

Once a TAC is identified, ARB then adopts an airborne toxics control measure for sources that emit that particular 
TAC. If there is a safe threshold for a substance at which there is no toxic effect, the control measure must reduce 
exposure below that threshold. If there is no safe threshold, the measure must incorporate BACT to minimize 
emissions (e.g., the airborne toxics control measure limits truck idling to 5 minutes [Title 13, Section 2485 of the 
California Code of Regulations (13 CCR 2485)]). 

The Hot Spots Act requires existing facilities emitting toxic substances above a specified level to prepare a toxic-
emission inventory, prepare a risk assessment if emissions are significant, notify the public of significant risk 
levels, and prepare and implement risk reduction measures. 

ARB has adopted diesel-exhaust control measures and more stringent emission standards for various on-road 
mobile sources of emissions, including transit buses and off-road diesel equipment (e.g., tractors, generators). 
In February 2000, ARB adopted new public-transit bus fleet rules and emission standards for new urban buses. 
These rules and standards provide for: 

► more stringent emission standards for some new urban bus engines, beginning with 2002 model year engines; 

► zero-emission bus demonstration and purchase requirements, applicable to transit agencies; and 

► reporting requirements, under which transit agencies must demonstrate compliance with the public-transit bus 
fleet rule. 

Other recent, current, and future milestones include the low-sulfur diesel fuel requirement and tighter emission 
standards for heavy-duty diesel trucks (2007) and off-road diesel equipment (2011) nationwide. Over time, as 
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older vehicles are replaced, the resulting vehicle fleet will produce substantially lower levels of TACs than under 
current conditions. Mobile-source emissions of TACs (e.g., benzene, 1,3-butadiene, diesel PM) have been 
reduced significantly over the last decade, and will be reduced further in California through a progression of 
regulatory measures (e.g., Low Emission Vehicle/Clean Fuels and Phase II reformulated gasoline regulations) and 
control technologies. With implementation of ARB’s risk reduction plan, it is expected that diesel PM 
concentrations will be reduced by 75% in 2010 and 85% in 2020 from the estimated year-2000 level (ARB 
2010h). Adopted regulations are also expected to continue to reduce emissions of formaldehyde from cars and 
light-duty trucks (ARB 2010a). As emissions are reduced, it is expected that risks associated with exposure to the 
emissions will also be reduced. 

At the local level, air pollution control or management districts may adopt and enforce ARB control measures. 
Under SJVAPCD Regulations II and VII, all sources that could emit TACs must obtain permits from the district. 
Permits may be granted to these operations if they are constructed and operated in accordance with applicable 
regulations, including new-source review standards and air toxics control measures. SJVAPCD limits emissions 
and public exposure to TACs through a number of programs. SJVAPCD prioritizes TAC-emitting stationary 
sources based on the quantity and toxicity of the TAC emissions and the proximity of the facilities to sensitive 
receptors. 

Sources that require a permit are analyzed by SJVAPCD (e.g., through a health risk assessment) on the basis of 
their potential to emit toxics. If it is determined that the project would emit toxics in excess of SJVAPCD’s 
threshold of significance for TACs, as identified below, sources must implement the best available control 
technology for TACs (T-BACT) to reduce emissions. If a source cannot reduce the risk below the threshold of 
significance, even after T-BACT has been implemented, SJVAPCD will deny the permit. This helps to prevent 
new problems and reduces emissions from existing older sources by requiring them to apply new technology 
when retrofitting with respect to TACs. It is important to note that SJVAPCD’s air quality permitting process 
applies to stationary sources; properties that are exposed to elevated levels of TACs from nonstationary sources, 
and the nonstationary sources themselves (e.g., on-road vehicles), are not subject to air quality permits. Further, 
for reasons of feasibility and practicality, mobile sources (e.g., cars, trucks) are not required to implement  
T-BACT, even if they do have the potential to expose adjacent properties to elevated levels of TACs. Rather, 
emissions controls on such sources are subject to regulations implemented on the federal and state levels. 

Odors 

SJVAPCD has determined some common types of facilities that have been known to produce odors: wastewater 
treatment facilities, chemical manufacturing plants, painting/coating operations, feed lots/dairies, composting 
facilities, landfills, and transfer stations. Any actions related to odors are based on citizen complaints to local 
governments and SJVAPCD. According to SJVAPCD, significant odor problems occur when there is more than 
one confirmed complaint per year averaged over a 3-year period or when there are three unconfirmed complaints 
per year averaged over a 3-year period (SJVAPCD 2002). 

Two situations increase the potential for odor problems. The first occurs when a new source of odors is located 
near existing sensitive receptors. The second occurs when new sensitive receptors are developed near existing 
sources of odors. In the first situation, SJVAPCD recommends operational changes, add-on controls, process 
changes, or buffer zones where feasible to address odor complaints. In the second situation, the potential conflict 
is considered significant if the project site is at least as close as any other receptor that has already experienced 
significant odor problems related to the odor source. For projects locating near a source of odors where there is no 
nearby development that may have filed complaints, and for odor sources locating near existing sensitive 
receptors, SJVAPCD requires that the potential for conflict be determined based on the distance and frequency 
with which odor complaints from the public have occurred in the vicinity of a similar facility (SJVAPCD 2002). 
SJVAPCD has adopted Rule 4102, as identified above, to apply to odor emissions. 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Federal Plans, Policies, Regulations, and Laws 

EPA is the federal agency responsible for implementing the Clean Air Act (CAA). The Supreme Court of the 
United States ruled on April 2, 2007 that CO2 is an air pollutant as defined under the CAA, and that EPA has the 
authority to regulate emissions of GHGs. In response to the mounting issue of climate change, EPA has taken 
actions to regulate, monitor, and potentially reduce GHG emissions. 

National Program to Cut Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Improve Fuel Economy for Cars and Trucks 

On September 15, 2009, EPA and the Department of Transportation’s National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration (NHTSA) proposed a new national program that would reduce GHG emissions and improve fuel 
economy for all new cars and trucks sold in the United States. EPA proposed the first-ever national GHG 
emissions standards under the CAA, and NHTSA proposed Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards 
under the Energy Policy and Conservation Act. This proposed national program would allow automobile 
manufacturers to build a single light-duty national fleet that satisfies all requirements under both Federal 
programs and the standards of California and other states. 

Endangerment and Cause or Contribute Findings 

On December 7, 2009, EPA adopted its Proposed Endangerment and Cause or Contribute Findings for 
Greenhouse Gases under the CAA (Endangerment Finding). The Endangerment Finding is based on Section 
202(a) of the CAA, which states that the Administrator (of EPA) should regulate and develop standards for 
“emission[s] of air pollution from any class or classes of new motor vehicles or new motor vehicle engines, which 
in [its] judgment cause, or contribute to, air pollution which may reasonably be anticipated to endanger public 
health or welfare.” The rule addresses Section 202(a) in two distinct findings. The first addresses whether or not 
the concentrations of the six key GHGs (i.e., CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, and SF6) in the atmosphere threaten 
the public health and welfare of current and future generations. The second addresses whether or not the 
combined emissions of GHGs from new motor vehicles and motor vehicle engines contribute to atmospheric 
concentrations of GHGs and therefore the threat of climate change. 

The Administrator found that atmospheric concentrations of GHGs endanger the public health and welfare within 
the meaning of Section 202(a) of the CAA. The evidence supporting this finding consists of human activity 
resulting in “high atmospheric levels” of GHG emissions, which are very likely responsible for increases in 
average temperatures and other climatic changes. Furthermore, the observed and projected results of climate 
change (e.g., higher likelihood of heat waves, wild fires, droughts, sea level rise, more intense storm events) are a 
threat to the public health and welfare. Therefore, GHGs were found to endanger the public health and welfare of 
current and future generations. 

The Administrator also found that GHG emissions from new motor vehicles and motor vehicle engines are 
contributing to air pollution, which is endangering public health and welfare. EPA’s final findings respond to the 
2007 U.S. Supreme Court decision that GHGs fit within the CAA definition of air pollutants. The findings do not 
in and of themselves impose any emission reduction requirements but rather allow EPA to finalize the GHG 
standards proposed earlier in 2009 for new light-duty vehicles as part of the joint rulemaking with the Department 
of Transportation. 

State Plans, Policies, Regulations, and Laws 

ARB is the agency responsible for coordination and oversight of state and local air pollution control programs in 
California and for implementing the CCAA, which was adopted in 1988. 
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Various statewide and local initiatives to reduce the state’s contribution to GHG emissions have raised awareness 
that, even though the various contributors to and consequences of global climate change are not yet fully 
understood, global climate change is under way, and there is a real potential for severe adverse environmental, 
social, and economic effects in the long term. Because every nation emits GHGs and therefore makes an 
incremental cumulative contribution to global climate change, cooperation on a global scale will be required to 
reduce the rate of GHG emissions to a level that can help to slow or stop the human-caused increase in average 
global temperatures and associated changes in climatic conditions. 

Assembly Bill 1493 

In 2002, then-Governor Gray Davis signed Assembly Bill (AB) 1493. AB 1493 requires that ARB develop and 
adopt, by January 1, 2005, regulations that achieve “the maximum feasible reduction of greenhouse gases emitted 
by passenger vehicles and light-duty trucks and other vehicles determined by ARB to be vehicles whose primary 
use is noncommercial personal transportation in the state.” 

To meet the requirements of AB 1493, in 2004 ARB approved amendments to the California Code of Regulations 
(CCR) adding GHG emissions standards to California’s existing standards for motor vehicle emissions. 
Amendments to CCR Title 13, Sections 1900 and 1961 (13 CCR 1900, 1961), and adoption of Section 1961.1 
(13 CCR 1961.1) require automobile manufacturers to meet fleet-average GHG emissions limits for all passenger 
cars, light-duty trucks within various weight criteria, and medium-duty passenger vehicle weight classes (i.e., any 
medium-duty vehicle with a gross vehicle weight rating less than 10,000 pounds that is designed primarily for the 
transportation of persons), beginning with the 2009 model year. Implementation of AB 1493 lapsed due to delays 
in receiving proper approvals from EPA to implement this law under the CAA. California received the necessary 
approvals June 30, 2009; however, the State has agreed to allow the federal government to implement similar 
legislation (see above discussion of National Program to Cut Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Improve Fuel 
Economy for Cars and Trucks). 

Executive Order S-3-05 

Executive Order S-3-05, which was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger in 2005, proclaims that California is 
vulnerable to the impacts of climate change. It declares that increased temperatures could reduce the Sierra 
Nevada snowpack, further exacerbate California’s air quality problems, and potentially cause a rise in sea level. 
To combat those concerns, the Executive Order established total GHG emission targets. Specifically, emissions 
are to be reduced to the 2000 level by 2010, the 1990 level by 2020, and to 80% below the 1990 level by 2050. 

Assembly Bill 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 

In September 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions 
Act of 2006. AB 32 establishes regulatory, reporting, and market mechanisms to achieve quantifiable reductions 
in GHG emissions and a cap on statewide GHG emissions. AB 32 requires that statewide GHG emissions be 
reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. This reduction will be accomplished through an enforceable statewide cap on 
GHG emissions that will be phased in starting in 2012. To effectively implement the cap, AB 32 directs ARB to 
develop and implement regulations to reduce statewide GHG emissions from stationary sources. 

Assembly Bill 32, Climate Change Scoping Plan 

On December 11, 2008 ARB adopted its Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan), which functions as a 
roadmap of ARB’s plans to achieve GHG reductions in California required by AB 32 through subsequently 
enacted regulations (ARB 2008). The Scoping Plan contains the main strategies California will implement to 
reduce CO2e emissions by 169 MMT, or approximately 30%, from the state’s projected 2020 emissions level of 
596 MMT of CO2e under a business-as-usual scenario. (This is a reduction of 42 MMT CO2e, or almost 10%, 
from 2002–2004 average emissions. The Scoping Plan also breaks down the amount of GHG emissions 
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reductions ARB recommends for each emissions sector of the state’s GHG inventory. The Scoping Plan calls for 
the largest reductions in GHG emissions to be achieved by implementing the following measures and standards: 

► improved emissions standards for light-duty vehicles (estimated reductions of 31.7 MMT CO2e), 

► the Low-Carbon Fuel Standard (15.0 MMT CO2e), 

► energy efficiency measures in buildings and appliances and the widespread development of combined heat 
and power systems (26.3 MMT CO2e), and 

► a renewable portfolio standard for electricity production (21.3 MMT CO2e). 

Executive Order S-1-07 

Executive Order S-1-07, which was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger in 2007, proclaims that the 
transportation sector is the main source of GHG emissions in California, at over 40% of statewide emissions. 
It establishes a goal that the carbon intensity of transportation fuels sold in California should be reduced by a 
minimum of 10% by 2020. This order also directed ARB to determine if this Low Carbon Fuel Standard could be 
adopted as a discrete early action measure after meeting the mandates in AB 32. ARB adopted the Low Carbon 
Fuel Standard on April 23, 2009. 

Senate Bill 1368 

SB 1368 is the companion bill of AB 32 and was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger in September 2006. SB 
1368 required the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to establish a GHG performance standard for 
baseload generation from investor-owned utilities by February 1, 2007. The CEC was also required to establish a 
similar standard for local publicly owned utilities by June 30, 2007. These standards cannot exceed the GHG 
emission rate from a baseload combined-cycle natural gas fired plant. The legislation further requires that all 
electricity provided to California, including imported electricity, must be generated from plants that meet the 
standards set by the CPUC and CEC. 

Senate Bills 1078 and 107 and Executive Order S-14-08 

SB 1078 (Chapter 516, Statutes of 2002) requires retail sellers of electricity, including investor-owned utilities 
and community choice aggregators, to provide at least 20% of their supply from renewable sources by 2017. SB 
107 (Chapter 464, Statutes of 2006) changed the target date to 2010. In November 2008, Governor 
Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-14-08, which expands the state's Renewable Energy Standard to 33% 
renewable power by 2020. 

Senate Bill 97 

As directed by SB 97, the Natural Resources Agency adopted Amendments to the CEQA Guidelines for 
greenhouse gas emissions on December 30, 2009. On February 16, 2010, the Office of Administrative Law 
approved the Amendments, and filed them with the Secretary of State for inclusion in the California Code of 
Regulations. The Amendments became effective on March 18, 2010. This EIR complies with these new 
guidelines. 

Senate Bill 375 

SB 375, signed in September 2008, aligns regional transportation planning efforts, regional GHG emission 
reduction targets, and land use and housing allocation. SB 375 requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
(MPOs) to adopt a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCST) or Alternative Planning Strategy (APS), which will 
prescribe land use allocation in that MPO’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). ARB, in consultation with 
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MPOs, will provide each affected region with reduction targets for GHGs emitted by passenger cars and light 
trucks in the region for the years 2020 and 2035. These reduction targets will be updated every 8 years, but can be 
updated every 4 years if advancements in emissions technologies affect the reduction strategies to achieve the 
targets. ARB is also charged with reviewing each MPO’s SCS or APS for consistency with its assigned targets. If 
MPOs do not meet the GHG emission reduction targets, transportation projects would not be eligible for funding 
programmed after January 1, 2012. 

Local Plans, Policies, Regulations, and Ordinances 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 

SJVAPCD is currently in the process of developing a Climate Change Action Plan (SJVAPCD 2009a). As part of 
this process, SJVAPCD published a staff report in December 2009 called Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act (SJVAPCD 2009b). The guidance relies on the use of 
performance based standards, otherwise known as Best Performance Standards (BPS) to assess the significance of 
project-specific GHG emissions on global climate change during the environmental review process, as required 
by CEQA. Use of BPS is a method of streamlining the CEQA process of determining significance and is not a 
required emission reduction measure. Projects implementing BPS would be determined to have a less-than-
significant cumulative impact. Otherwise, demonstration of a 29 % reduction in GHG emissions, from business-
as-usual, is required to determine that a project would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact. The 
guidance does not limit a lead agency’s authority to establish its own process and guidance for determining 
significance of project related impacts on global climate change. Also, as part of this effort, SJVAPCD has 
published an Interim GHG Emissions Reduction Calculator (SJVAPCD 2009c). 

City of Stockton General Plan 2035 

The following policy in the City of Stockton General Plan 2035 relating to air quality is applicable to the 
proposed project (City of Stockton 2007). 

• Policy HS-4.20: Support Statewide Global Warming Solutions. The City shall monitor and support the 
efforts of the California Air Resources Board, under AB 32, to formulate mitigation strategies, if any, that 
may be implemented by local government. If and when any such strategies become available, the City 
shall consider whether to implement them in some form, such as, for example, by imposing new 
mitigation measures on new development. If the City Council, after seeking public input on the subject, 
chooses to implement any such measures it considers to be feasible and desirable, the City’s commitment 
may take the form of a new ordinance, resolution, or other type of policy document. 

City of Stockton Settlement Agreement 

Following the City of Stockton’s adoption of the 2035 General Plan, the Sierra Club and the Morada Area 
Association sued the City challenging the adequacy of the EIR for the 2035 General Plan under CEQA. In 
February 2008, the California Attorney General’s Office informed the City that the Attorney General was 
considering intervening in the lawsuit challenging the EIR for allegedly not adequately addressing the General 
Plan’s impacts on GHGs. The Stockton City Council voted 4-3 to accept a settlement with the Sierra Club and the 
California Attorney General’s Office of the lawsuit over its 2035 General Plan update and EIR. The Sierra Club 
and state attorneys argued that the City must consider the climate change impacts of the plan. The settlement 
requires the City to (California Planning and Development Report 2008): 

► Prepare within two years a climate action plan with specific reduction targets for greenhouse gas emissions 
and vehicle miles traveled; 

► Provide incentives for development of at least 4,400 units of new housing in downtown and provide other 
infill incentives; 
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► Limit outward growth until certain transit, jobs-housing, greenhouse gas emissions and other milestones are 
reached; 

► Adopt a green building program; and 

► Approve development with better public transit and alternatives to cars. 

The City of Stockton has formed a Climate Action Plan Advisory Committee that is currently developing a 
climate action plan to address these settlement requirements. The City anticipates release of a public draft of the 
plan in August of 2011 and final completion February 2012 (Stagnaro, pers. comm., 2010).  

4.1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

These thresholds are based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section III and SJVAPCD’s Guide for Assessing 
and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (SJVAPCD 2002). Section III of Appendix G provides a checklist of criteria 
that may be considered in performing an analysis of air quality impacts of a project. The projects would result in 
significant air quality impacts if they would result in any of the following conditions: 

► Short-term construction-related emissions of criteria air pollutants or precursors would violate an air quality 
standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or expose sensitive receptors 
to substantial pollutant concentrations, as described below: 

• PM10—SJVAPCD-required control measures in compliance with Regulation VIII, “Fugitive Dust PM10 
Prohibitions,” or other applicable SJVAPCD-recommended mitigation measures would not be 
incorporated into project design or implemented during project construction; or 

• ROG and NOX—Emissions would exceed the SJVAPCD-recommended threshold of 10 TPY. (Because 
SJVAPCD’s mass emission significance thresholds approximately correlate with land use project 
emission reduction requirements in the SIP, project-related emissions of ROG and NOX that are less than 
10 TPY would not conflict with any air quality planning efforts.) 

► Long-term operational (regional) emissions of criteria air pollutants or precursors would violate an air quality 
standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations, or conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality 
plan: 

• PM10—Emissions would exceed the SJVACPD-recommended threshold of 15 TPY; or SJVAPCD-
required control measures in compliance with Regulation VIII, “Fugitive Dust PM10 Prohibitions,” or 
other SJVAPCD-recommended mitigation measures applicable to the project would not be incorporated 
into project design or implemented during project operation. 

• ROG and NOX—Emissions would exceed the SJVAPCD-recommended threshold of 10 TPY. 

► Long-term operational (local) emissions of criteria air pollutants or precursors would violate any air quality 
standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or expose sensitive receptors 
to substantial pollutant concentrations (i.e., for CO, if emissions exceed the 20 ppm (1-hour) or 9 ppm (8-
hour) standards). 

► Short-term construction-related or long-term operational emissions of TACs would expose sensitive receptors 
to substantial pollutant concentrations (i.e., exposure to a TAC identified by ARB and/or EPA would exceed 
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10 in one million for excess cancer risk or one hazard index for noncancer risk at the maximally exposed 
individual). 

► Short-term construction or long-term operations would create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number or people. Specifically, project implementation would locate receptors near an existing odor source 
where there has been either 1 confirmed or 3 unconfirmed complaints per year, averaged over 3 years, from 
existing receptors as close as the project to the odor source; or from existing receptors near to a similar facility 
considering distance, frequency, and odor control, where there is currently no nearby development and for 
proposed odor sources near existing receptors. This significance criteria for operational odor impacts is 
recommended by SJVAPCD (SJVAPCD 2002).  

Because the nature of global climate change impacts of GHG emissions are cumulative, this impact is discussed 
further in Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts. 

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.1-1: Generation of Short-term Construction-Related Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors 

Construction-related emissions are described as “short term” or temporary in duration and have the potential to 
represent a significant impact with respect to air quality. As discussed separately below, construction-related 
activities would result in project-generated emissions of criteria air pollutants (e.g., PM10) and precursors 
(e.g., ROG and NOX) from site preparation (e.g., demolition, excavation, grading, and clearing); off-road 
equipment, material delivery, and worker commute exhaust emissions; vehicle travel on paved and unpaved 
roads, and other miscellaneous activities (e.g., building construction, asphalt paving, application of architectural 
coatings, and trenching for utility installation). 

Emissions of ozone precursors are primarily associated with off-road (e.g., gas and diesel) construction equipment 
exhaust. Worker commute trips and other construction-related activities (e.g., application of architectural 
coatings) also contribute to short-term increases in such emissions. Emissions of fugitive PM dust (e.g., PM10) are 
associated primarily with ground disturbance activities during site preparation (e.g., grading) and vary as a 
function of such parameters as soil silt content, soil moisture, wind speed, acreage of boundary of construction 
activities, and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on- and off-site. Exhaust emissions from diesel equipment and 
worker commute trips also contribute to short-term increases in PM10 emissions, but to a much lesser extent. 

Project-generated, construction-related emissions of ROG, NOX, and fugitive dust were modeled using the 
SJVAPCD-recommended Urban Emissions Model 2007 Version 9.2.4 (URBEMIS) (Rimpo and Associates 2008) 
and the Road Construction Emissions Model, Version 6.3.2 (SMAQMD 2009a). URBEMIS and the Road 
Construction Emissions Model are designed to model construction emissions from land use development projects 
and the installation of linear infrastructure, respectively, and both allow for the input of project-specific 
information. 

Exact project-specific data (e.g., construction equipment types and number requirements, and maximum daily 
acreage disturbed) were not available at the time of this analysis. Project-generated emissions were modeled based 
on general information provided in the project description and default model settings in order to estimate 
reasonable worst-case conditions. Refer to Appendix B for detailed modeling input including the timing of 
individual construction activities. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Ozone Precursor Emissions 

Table 4.1-4 summarizes the modeled project-generated, construction-related emissions of ozone precursors. 
Construction-related air quality impacts were determined by comparing these modeling results with applicable 
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SJVAPCD significance thresholds. Refer to Appendix B for detailed modeling input parameters and results. 
As shown in Table 4.1-4, construction-related activities would result in project-generated unmitigated ozone 
precursor emissions (i.e., ROG and NOX) of approximately 2.5 and 20.5 TPY in 2011, 1.5 and 8.2 TPY in 2012, 
and 3.4 and 5.1 TPY in 2013. Emissions of ROG during all three construction years and emissions of NOX during 
2012 and 2013 would not exceed SJVAPCD’s significance threshold of 10 TPY for ozone precursors. However, 
emissions of NOX in 2011 (i.e., 20.5 TPY) would exceed SJVAPCD’s significance threshold of 10 TPY. Thus, 
emissions of NOX from project construction could violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, especially considering 
San Joaquin County’s nonattainment status for ozone. As a result, this impact would be significant. 

Table 4.1-4 
Summary of Modeled Annual Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors 

from Renovation and Construction of the DeWitt Nelson Project 

Year 
Emissions (TPY) 

ROG1 NOX1 PM10 PM2.5  

Total Unmitigated Emissions—2011 2.5 20.5 12.3 3.3 

Total Unmitigated Emissions—2012 1.5 8.2 0.6 0.5 

Total Unmitigated Emissions—2013 3.4 5.1 0.4 0.3 

SJVAPCD Significance Threshold 10 10 152 102 

Notes: NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less;  

PM10 = respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less; ROG = reactive organic gases;  

SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; TPY = tons per year 
1  ROG and NOX are precursors to ozone.  
2 SJVAPCD has not adopted numerical CEQA mass emission thresholds for PM10 or PM2.5; however, the modeling output data and 

stationary source threshold values are shown for information purposes and disclosure only. The threshold value shown here for PM10 

(i.e., 15 TPY) represents the level at which SJVAPCD requires new stationary sources to provide offsets through the permit process. 

This is consistent with SJVAPCD’s approach to the numerical CEQA mass emission thresholds for ROG and NOX, which also represent 

the level that triggers offsets for new stationary sources. The value shown for PM2.5 (i.e., 10 TPY) represents 70% of the value shown for 

PM10, which is based on a comparison between the PM10 and PM2.5 ambient air quality standards. 

Bold indicates a threshold exceedance.  

Refer to Appendix B for detailed assumptions and modeling output files. 

Source: Data modeled by Ascent Environmental in 2010. 

 

Fugitive Particulate Matter Dust Emissions 

SJVAPCD does not require projects to quantify the fugitive PM dust emissions associated with construction. 
Instead, SJAVPCD requires projects to comply with Regulation VIII, “Fugitive Dust PM10 Prohibitions,” and 
implement applicable supplemental dust control measures. Nonetheless, for informational purposes and 
disclosure, Table 4.1-4 summarizes the modeling output data and stationary source threshold values for PM10 and 
PM2.5. Though SJVAPCD has not adopted numerical CEQA mass emission thresholds for PM10 or PM2.5, please 
note that annual unmitigated project-generated emissions would not exceed SJVAPCD adopted levels that trigger 
offsets for new stationary sources as part of the permit process. The DeWitt Nelson project would be legally 
required to comply with SJVAPCD’s Regulation VIII; however, dust control measures that are contained in this 
regulation along with other applicable SJVAPCD-recommended controls (SJVAPCD 2002) are not currently part 
of the project description. Thus, emissions of fugitive dust from project construction could violate or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations, especially considering San Joaquin County’s nonattainment status. As a result, this 
impact would be significant. 
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Emissions of NOX in 2011 (i.e., 20.5 TPY) would exceed SJVAPCD’s significance threshold of 10 TPY, and dust control 
measures that are contained in Regulation VIII along with other applicable SJVAPCD-recommended controls are not currently 
part of the project description. Thus, NOX and fugitive PM10 and PM2.5 emissions from project construction could violate or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations, especially considering San Joaquin County’s nonattainment status for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. As a 
result, this impact would be significant. (Impact 4.1-1a) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.1-1a 

In order to reduce NOX emissions, CDCR will comply with SJVAPCD’s Rule 9510, “Indirect Source 
Review,” as required by SJVAPCD based on the project’s specifications. Rule 9510 applies to project 
proponent that seeks to gain a final discretionary approval for a development project, or any portion 
thereof, that upon full buildout would include 50 residential units, 2,000 square feet of commercial space, 
25,000 square feet of light-industrial space, or 9,000 square feet of any space, as well as similar minima 
for other land use types. Rule 9510 requires that exhaust emissions for construction equipment greater 
than 50 horsepower used or associated with the development project shall be reduced by 20% of the total 
NOX and by 45% of the total PM10 exhaust emissions, as compared with statewide average emissions 
estimated by ARB. These reductions can achieved through any combination of on-site emission reduction 
measures or off-site fees. In order to achieve these required reductions CDCR may reduce construction 
emissions on-site by requiring its contractors to (as stated in Rule 9510):  

► use less polluting construction equipment (compared to the statewide average as estimated by ARB), 
which can be achieved by utilizing add-on controls, cleaner fuels, or newer, lower emitting 
equipment;  

► provide commercial electric power to the project site in adequate capacity to avoid or minimize the 
use of portable electric generators;  

► substitute of electric-powered equipment for diesel engine–driven equipment equivalents (provided 
they are not run via a portable generator set); and 

► minimize idling time of construction equipment and trucks to a 5-minute maximum.  

To comply with Rule 9510, CDCR will submit an Air Impact Assessment (AIA) application to 
SJVAPCD prior to initiation of construction, with all related conditions expressed in construction bid 
documents. CDCR and/or its contractors will submit the AIA application as early as possible in the 
process. The AIA application will be submitted on a form provided by SJVAPCD and will contain, at a 
minimum, the contact name and address for CDCR (and/or its contractors), a detailed project description, 
an on-site emission reduction checklist, a monitoring and reporting schedule, and an AIA. The AIA will 
quantify NOX and PM10 emissions associated with project construction. This assessment will include the 
estimated construction baseline emissions, and the mitigated emissions for each applicable pollutant for 
project construction, or each phase thereof, and will quantify the off-site fee, if applicable.  

The ISR rule provides a method of calculating fees to be paid to offset any NOX and PM10 emission 
reductions that would not be achieved by implementation of on-site emission reduction measures such as 
selection of lower-emitting construction equipment and fuels. The monies collected from this fee will be 
used by SJVAPCD to reduce emissions in the air basin on behalf of the project, with the goal of offsetting 
the emissions increase from project construction by decreasing emissions elsewhere. More specifically, 
the fees received by the SJVAPCD are used in SJVAPCD’s existing Emission Reduction Incentive 
Program to fund emission reduction projects. CDCR will not begin any construction until the AIA 
application process is completed and the applicable off-site fee is paid to SJVAPCD for the applicable 
construction activity.  
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In addition to meeting the emission reduction requirements required by Rule 9510, CDCR shall enter into 
an emissions reduction agreement with SJVAPCD to reduce construction-related emissions of NOX to 
less than 10 TPY. As part of this agreement, CDCR will pay fees into SJVAPCD’s existing Emission 
Reduction Incentive Program. The monies collected from this fee will be used by SJVAPCD to reduce 
emissions in the air basin on behalf of the project, with the goal of offsetting the NOX emissions increase 
from project construction by decreasing emissions elsewhere. To the extent feasible, preference shall be 
given to off-site emission reduction projects that are located in or in close proximity to the project site. If 
approved by SJVAPCD, CDCR may develop a single emissions reduction agreement that also fulfills the 
compliance requirements of SJVAPCD’s ISR Rule (Rule 9510). CDCR will not begin any construction 
until the emissions reduction agreement is approved by SJVAPCD and the applicable off-site fee is paid 
to SJVAPCD for the applicable construction activity. 

In order to reduce fugitive PM10 and PM2.5 emissions, CDCR will require its contractors to provide 
sufficient equipment and personnel to comply with SJVAPCD’s Regulation VIII, “Fugitive Dust PM10 
Prohibitions,” and implement all applicable control measures all seven days per week during project 
construction. Regulation VIII contains the following required control measures, among others, as 
provided by SJVAPCD’s Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (SJVAPCD 2002): 

► All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being actively utilized for construction 
purposes, shall be effectively stabilized of dust emissions using water, chemical 
stabilizer/suppressant, covered with a tarp or other suitable cover or vegetative ground cover;  

► All on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access roads shall be effectively stabilized of dust 
emissions using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant;  

► All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, cut & fill, and demolition 
activities shall be effectively controlled of fugitive dust emissions utilizing application of water or by 
presoaking;  

► With the demolition of buildings up to six stories in height, all exterior surfaces of the building shall 
be wetted during demolition;  

► When materials are transported off-site, all material shall be covered, or effectively wetted to limit 
visible dust emissions, and at least six inches of freeboard space from the top of the container shall be 
maintained;  

► All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or dirt from adjacent 
public streets at the end of each workday. (The use of dry rotary brushes is expressly prohibited 
except where preceded or accompanied by sufficient wetting to limit the visible dust emissions.) (Use 
of blower devices is expressly forbidden.);  

► Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of materials from, the surface of outdoor 
storage piles, said piles shall be effectively stabilized of fugitive dust emissions utilizing sufficient 
water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant;  

► Within urban areas, trackout shall be immediately removed when it extends 50 or more feet from the 
site and at the end of each workday; and 

► Any site with 150 or more vehicle trips per day shall prevent carryout and trackout. 
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CDCR and/or its contractors will implement the following SJVAPCD-recommended enhanced and 
additional control measures, as provided by SJVAPCD’s Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality 
Impacts (SJVAPCD 2002), for all construction activities to further reduce fugitive dust emissions: 

► Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public roadways from 
adjacent project areas with a slope greater than 1%. 

► Apply additional watering to disturbed surfaces when winds exceed 20 mph. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Compliance with SJVAPCD’s Rule 9510 would result in the required minimum 20% reduction in NOX emissions 
from heavy-duty diesel equipment, as compared with statewide average emissions, and will result in actual 
emissions reductions in the SJVAB. (Implementation of Rule 9510 would also reduce ROG emissions and PM10 
exhaust emissions from heavy-duty diesel equipment by 5% and 45%, respectively.) All or part of the reductions 
may result from the on-site equipment and fuels selected; the remainder would result from off-site reductions 
achieved by paying fees that would be applied to other SJVAPCD programs that reduce the same pollutants, but 
at other sources (e.g., replacing the engines in various types of diesel-powered portable industrial equipment with 
either cleaner diesel engines or converting such equipment to electric motors). CDCR’s establishment of an 
emissions reduction agreement with SJVAPCD would ensure the additional emissions reduction necessary to 
reduce construction-generated ROG and NOX emissions to levels below 10 TPY. As a result, this impact would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Incorporation of dust control measures including those required by SJVAPCD Regulation VIII, along with other 
applicable SJVAPCD-recommended controls measures, would reduce fugitive PM emissions up to 75% and, 
according to SJVAPCD, would prevent such from violating or contributing substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation, and/or exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. As a 
result, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

NCRF Only 

The types of emission-generating construction and renovation activities performed for the NCRF project would be 
similar to those performed for the DeWitt Nelson project (i.e., demolition, excavation, grading, trenching for 
utility installation, building renovation and construction, asphalt paving, and application of architectural coatings). 
The types of sources (e.g., equipment and ground disturbance) and emissions (i.e., ROG, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5) 
would also be similar to those described above. 

Exact project-specific data (e.g., construction equipment types and number requirements, and maximum daily 
acreage disturbed) were not available at the time of this analysis. Project-generated emissions were modeled based 
on general information provided in the project description and default model settings in order to estimate 
reasonable worst-case conditions. Refer to Appendix B for detailed modeling input including the timing of 
individual construction activities. 

Ozone Precursor Emissions 

Table 4.1-5 summarizes the modeled project-generated, construction-related emissions of ozone precursors. 
Construction-related air quality impacts were determined by comparing these modeling results with applicable 
SJVAPCD significance thresholds. Refer to Appendix B for detailed modeling input parameters and results.  

As shown in Table 4.1-5, construction-related activities would result in project-generated unmitigated ozone 
precursor emissions (i.e., ROG and NOX) of approximately 1.7 and 13.7 TPY in 2011, 1.4 and 6.8 TPY in 2012, 
and 2.3 and 0.7 TPY in 2013. Emissions of ROG during all three of the construction years and emissions of NOX 
during 2012 and 2013 would not exceed SJVAPCD’s significance threshold of 10 TPY. However, emissions of 
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NOX in 2011 (i.e., 13.7 TPY) would exceed SJVAPCD’s significance threshold of 10 TPY. Thus, emissions of 
NOX from project construction could violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, especially considering San 
Joaquin County’s nonattainment status for ozone. As a result, this impact would be significant. 

Fugitive Particulate Matter Dust Emissions 

SJVAPCD does not require projects to quantify the fugitive PM dust emissions associated with construction. 
Instead, SJAVPCD requires projects to comply with Regulation VIII, “Fugitive Dust PM10 Prohibitions,” and 
implement applicable supplemental dust control measures. Nonetheless, for informational purposes and 
disclosure, Table 4.1-5 summarizes the modeling output data and stationary source threshold values for PM10 and 
PM2.5. Though SJVAPCD has not adopted numerical CEQA mass emission thresholds for PM10 or PM2.5, please 
note that annual unmitigated project-generated emissions would not exceed SJVAPCD adopted levels that trigger 
offsets for new stationary sources as part of the permit process. The NCRF project would be legally required to 
comply with SJVAPCD’s Regulation VIII; however, dust control measures that are contained in this regulation 
along with other applicable SJVAPCD-recommended controls (SJVAPCD 2002) are not currently part of the 
project description. Thus, emissions of fugitive dust from project construction could violate or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations, especially considering San Joaquin County’s nonattainment status. As a result, this 
impact would be significant. 

Table 4.1-5 
Summary of Modeled Annual Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors 

from Renovation and Construction of the NCRF Project 

Year 
Emissions (TPY) 

ROG1 NOX1 PM10 PM2.5  

Total Unmitigated Emissions—2011 1.7 13.7 2.7 1.1 

Total Unmitigated Emissions—2012 1.4 6.8 0.8 0.5 

Total Unmitigated Emissions—2013 2.3 0.7 0.1 0.0 

SJVAPCD Significance Threshold 10 10 152 102 

Notes: NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less;  

PM10 = respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less; ROG = reactive organic gases;  

SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; TPY = tons per year 
1  ROG and NOX are precursors to ozone.  
2 SJVAPCD has not adopted numerical CEQA mass emission thresholds for PM10 or PM2.5; however, the modeling output data and 

stationary source threshold values are shown for information purposes and disclosure only. The threshold value shown here for PM10 

(i.e., 15 TPY) represents the level at which SJVAPCD requires new stationary sources to provide offsets through the permit process. 

This is consistent with SJVAPCD’s approach to the numerical CEQA mass emission thresholds for ROG and NOX, which also represent 

the level that triggers offsets for new stationary sources. The value shown for PM2.5 (i.e., 10 TPY) represents 70% of the value shown for 

PM10, which is based on a comparison between the PM10 and PM2.5 ambient air quality standards.  

Bold indicates a threshold exceedance. 

Refer to Appendix B for detailed assumptions and modeling output files. 

Source: Data modeled by Ascent Environmental in 2010. 

 

Emissions of NOX in 2011 (i.e., 13.7 TPY) would exceed SJVAPCD’s significance threshold of 10 TPY, and dust control 
measures that are contained in Regulation VIII along with other applicable SJVAPCD-recommended controls are not currently 
part of the project description. Thus, NOX and fugitive PM10 and PM2.5 emissions from project construction could violate or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations, especially considering San Joaquin County’s nonattainment status for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. As a 
result, this impact would be significant. (Impact 4.1-1b) 
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Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.1-1b 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.1-1a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Compliance with SJVAPCD’s Rule 9510 would result in the required minimum 20% reduction in NOX emissions 
from heavy-duty diesel equipment, as compared with statewide average emissions, and will result in actual 
emissions reductions in the SJVAB. (Implementation of Rule 9510 would also reduce ROG emissions and PM10 
exhaust emissions from heavy-duty diesel equipment by 5% and 45%, respectively.) All or part of the reductions 
may result from the on-site equipment and fuels selected; the remainder would result from off-site reductions 
achieved by paying fees that would be applied to other SJVAPCD programs that reduce the same pollutants, but 
at other sources (e.g., replacing the engines in various types of diesel-powered portable industrial equipment with 
either cleaner diesel engines or converting such equipment to electric motors). CDCR’s establishment of an 
emissions reduction agreement with SJVAPCD would ensure the additional emissions reduction necessary 
to reduce construction-generated ROG and NOX emissions to levels below 10 TPY. As a result, this impact would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

Incorporation of dust control measures including those required by SJVAPCD Regulation VIII, along with other 
applicable SJVAPCD-recommended controls measures, would reduce fugitive PM emissions up to 75% and, 
according to SJVAPCD, would prevent such from violating or contributing substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation, and/or exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. As a 
result, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

As discussed above, construction and renovation activities associated with both the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF 
projects would include demolition, excavation, grading, trenching for utility installation, building renovation and 
construction, asphalt paving, and application of architectural coatings. Emissions of criteria air pollutants 
(e.g., PM10) and precursors (e.g., ROG and NOX) would be generated by off-road equipment, material delivery, 
and worker commute; vehicle travel on paved and unpaved roads, and other miscellaneous activities. 

Exact project-specific data (e.g., construction equipment types and number requirements, and maximum daily 
acreage disturbed) were not available at the time of this analysis. Project-generated emissions were modeled based 
on general information provided in the project description and default model settings in order to estimate 
reasonable worst-case conditions. Refer to Appendix B for detailed modeling input including the timing of 
individual construction activities. 

Ozone Precursor Emissions 

Table 4.1-6 summarizes the modeled project-generated, construction-related emissions of ozone precursors. 
Construction-related air quality impacts were determined by comparing these modeling results with applicable 
SJVAPCD significance thresholds. Refer to Appendix B for detailed modeling input parameters and results. As 
shown in Table 4.1-6, construction-related activities would result in project-generated unmitigated ozone 
precursor emissions (i.e., ROG and NOX) of approximately 4.2 and 34.2 TPY in 2011, 3.0 and 15.0 TPY in 2012, 
and 5.7 and 5.8 TPY in 2013. Emissions of ROG during all three construction years and emissions of NOX during 
2013 would not exceed SJVAPCD’s significance threshold of 10 TPY. However, emissions of NOX in 2011 (i.e., 
34.2 TPY) and 2012 (i.e., 15.0 TPY) would exceed SJVAPCD’s significance threshold of 10 TPY. Thus, 
emissions of NOX from project construction could violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, especially considering 
San Joaquin County’s nonattainment status for ozone. As a result, this impact would be significant. 
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Fugitive Particulate Matter Dust Emissions 

SJVAPCD does not require projects to quantify the fugitive PM dust emissions associated with construction. 
Instead, SJAVPCD requires projects to comply with Regulation VIII, “Fugitive Dust PM10 Prohibitions,” and 
implement applicable supplemental dust control measures. Nonetheless, for informational purposes and 
disclosure, Table 4.1-6 summarizes the modeling output data and stationary source threshold values for PM10 and 
PM2.5. Though SJVAPCD has not adopted numerical CEQA mass emission thresholds for PM10 or PM2.5, please 
note that annual unmitigated project-generated emissions would not exceed SJVAPCD adopted levels that trigger 
offsets for new stationary sources as part of the permit process. Both the DeWitt Nelson project and the NCRF 
projects would be legally required to comply with SJVAPCD’s Regulation VIII; however, dust control measures 
that are contained in this regulation along with other applicable SJVAPCD-recommended controls (SJVAPCD 
2002) are not currently part of the project description. Thus, emissions of fugitive dust from project construction 
could violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, especially considering San Joaquin County’s nonattainment 
status for PM10 and PM2.5. As a result, this impact would be significant (Impact 4.1-1c, fugitive PM10 and PM2.5). 

Table 4.1-6 
Summary of Modeled Annual Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors 

from Renovation and Construction of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Projects 

Year 
Emissions (TPY) 

ROG NOX PM10 PM2.5  

Total Unmitigated Emissions—2011 4.2 34.2 15.0 4.1 

Total Unmitigated Emissions—2012 3.0 15.0 1.4 1.0 

Total Unmitigated Emissions—2013 5.7 5.8 0.4 0.4 

SJVAPCD Significance Threshold 10 10 151 101 

Notes: 

NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less; PM10 = 

respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less; ROG = reactive organic gases; SJVAPCD = San 

Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; TPY = tons per year 
1 SJVAPCD has not adopted numerical CEQA mass emission thresholds for PM10 or PM2.5; however, the modeling output data and 

stationary source threshold values are shown for information purposes and disclosure only. The threshold value shown here for PM10 

(i.e., 15 TPY) represents the level at which SJVAPCD requires new stationary sources to provide offsets through the permit process. 

This is consistent with SJVAPCD’s approach to the numerical CEQA mass emission thresholds for ROG and NOX, which also represent 

the level that triggers offsets for new stationary sources. The value shown for PM2.5 (i.e., 10 TPY) represents 70% of the value shown for 

PM10, which is based on a comparison between the PM10 and PM2.5 ambient air quality standards. 

Bold indicates a threshold exceedance. 

Refer to Appendix B for detailed assumptions and modeling output files. 

Source: Data modeled by Ascent Environmental in 2010. 

 

Emissions of NOX in 2011 (i.e., 34.2 TPY) and 2012 (i.e., 15.0) would exceed SJVAPCD’s significance threshold of 10 TPY, 
and dust control measures that are contained in Regulation VIII along with other applicable SJVAPCD-recommended controls 
are not currently part of the project description. Thus, NOX and fugitive PM10 and PM2.5 emissions from project construction 
could violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations, especially considering San Joaquin County’s nonattainment status for ozone, PM10, and 
PM2.5. As a result, this impact would be significant. (Impact 4.1-1c) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.1-1c: 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.1-1a. 
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Significance after Mitigation 

Compliance with SJVAPCD’s Rule 9510 would result in the required minimum 20% reduction in NOX emissions 
from heavy-duty diesel equipment, as compared with statewide average emissions, and will result in actual 
emissions reductions in the SJVAB. (Implementation of Rule 9510 would also reduce ROG emissions and PM10 
exhaust emissions from heavy-duty diesel equipment by 5% and 45%, respectively.) All or part of the reductions 
may result from the on-site equipment and fuels selected; the remainder would result from off-site reductions 
achieved by paying fees that would be applied to other SJVAPCD programs that reduce the same pollutants, but 
at other sources (e.g., replacing the engines in various types of diesel-powered portable industrial equipment with 
either cleaner diesel engines or converting such equipment to electric motors). CDCR’s establishment of an 
emissions reduction agreement with SJVAPCD would ensure the additional emissions reduction necessary to 
reduce construction-generated ROG and NOX emissions to levels below 10 TPY. As a result, this impact would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

Incorporation of dust control measures including those required by SJVAPCD Regulation VIII, along with other 
applicable SJVAPCD-recommended controls measures, would reduce fugitive PM emissions up to 75% and, 
according to SJVAPCD, would prevent such from violating or contributing substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation, and/or exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. As a 
result, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact 4.1-2: Generation of Long-Term Operation-Related (Regional) Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and 
Precursors 

Project-generated, regional area and mobile source emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10 (for which PM2.5 is a 
subset) were also modeled using URBEMIS. URBEMIS allows land use selections that include project location 
specifics and trip generation rates. URBEMIS accounts for area emissions from the usage of natural gas, 
landscape maintenance equipment, and consumer products; and mobile sources emissions associated with vehicle 
trip generation. 

Regional area- and mobile-source emissions were modeled based on proposed land uses types and sizes as 
described in the project description, trip generation data presented in the traffic analysis prepared for this project, 
and default URBEMIS settings in order to estimate reasonable worst-case conditions. Refer to Appendix B for 
detailed modeling input parameters and results. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

As shown in Table 4.1-7, operation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in area and mobile source 
emissions of approximately 2.3 TPY of ROG, 3.7 TPY of NOX, 2.1 TPY of PM10, and .5 TPY of PM2.5, which 
would not exceed SJVAPCD’s applicable thresholds. Because emission rates of vehicles in California are 
anticipated to improve each year as older vehicles are retired and newer, lower-emission vehicles are added, 
emission levels associated with operation of the DeWitt Nelson project are expected to decrease over time. In 
addition, project operations would not be anticipated to result in high, localized concentrations of PM10 or PM2.5 
because these pollutants are generated by vehicle trips that occur throughout the area roadway network. 
Moreover, compliance with the ISR rule (Rule 9510) would result in additional reductions in operational 
emissions of NOX and PM10 (2.5 TPY and 1.1 TPY, respectively). 

Please note that implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project could also result in the generation of criteria air 
pollutant and precursor emissions from the long-term operation of on-site stationary sources (e.g., emergency 
generators and boilers). These types of sources would be subject to SJVAPCD Rule 2010 “Permits Required”, 
which requires that any construction, alteration, replacement, or operation of a source that will emit or may emit 
emissions must obtain an Authority to Construct (ATC) and/or a Permit to Operate (PTO).  
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More specifically, the use of any stationary source that may cause emissions is required by law to first obtain 
authorization to construct from the Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO) (e.g., ATC). Before the operation of any 
new source, a written permit is also required from the APCO (e.g., PTO). No PTO will be granted either by the 
APCO or the Hearing Board for the operation of any source constructed or installed without these authorizations 
until the information required is presented to the APCO and conforms to the standards set forth in Rule 2070 
“Standards for Granting Applications”. 

Table 4.1-7 
Summary of Modeled Annual Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors 

from Operation of the DeWitt Nelson Project 

 
Emissions (TPY) 

ROG NOX PM10 PM2.5  

Area Sources 0.3 0.3 <0.1 <0.1 

Mobile Sources 2.1 3.4 2.1 0.5 

Total Unmitigated Emissions 2.3 3.7 2.1 0.5 

SJVAPCD Significance Threshold 10 10 151 101 

Notes: 

NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less; PM10 = 

respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less; ROG = reactive organic gases; SJVAPCD = San 

Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; TPY = tons per year 
1 SJVAPCD has not adopted numerical CEQA mass emission thresholds for PM10 or PM2.5; however, the modeling output data and 

stationary source threshold values are shown for information purposes and disclosure only. The threshold value shown here for PM10 

(i.e., 15 TPY) represents the level at which SJVAPCD requires new stationary sources to provide offsets through the permit process. 

This is consistent with SJVAPCD’s approach to the numerical CEQA mass emission thresholds for ROG and NOX, which also represent 

the level that triggers offsets for new stationary sources. The value shown for PM2.5 (i.e., 10 TPY) represents 70% of the value shown for 

PM10, which is based on a comparison between the PM10 and PM2.5 ambient air quality standards. 

Numbers may not sum exactly to totals due to rounding. 

Refer to Appendix B for detailed assumptions and modeling output files. 

Source: Data modeled by Ascent Environmental in 2010. 

 

According to Rule 2070, the construction and operation of any source must comply with Rule 2201 “New and 
Modified Stationary Source Review Rule” and Rule 4001 “New Source Performance Standards”, the ATC, and 
PTO. The APCO will deny any ATC or PTO if the construction and operation of the source is not shown to be 
designed, controlled, or equipped with such an air pollution control article, machine, equipment, or other 
contrivance, in a manner not to cause emissions in violation of Section 41700 or 41701 or 42301 of the Health 
and Safety Code, and the other SJVAPCD applicable rules mentioned above (e.g., compliance with new source 
review standards). 

According to SJVAPCD, new permitted sources emitting more than 2 lbs/day of ROG or NOX must provide 
BACT, and all sources emitting more than the new source review thresholds must offset all emissions in excess of 
the thresholds. Emission for these sources would not be allowed to exceed the numeric thresholds of significance 
for ozone precursors (SJVAPCD 2002). Generally, stationary sources of air-pollutant emissions that comply with 
applicable regulations pertaining to BACT and offset requirements are not considered to have significant air-
quality impacts (SMAQMD 2009b). 

In summary, stationary sources proposed as part of this project would be subject to SJVAPCD permitting and 
BACT requirements, and would not be allowed individually to exceed applicable thresholds (e.g., new source 
review and SJVAPCD significance thresholds). The exact amount of emissions was not quantified for the 
purposes of this analysis as detailed design specifications and operation requirements were not available and will 
be required as part of the permit process. Nonetheless, the emissions from these sources would be additive to 
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those quantified above from project-generated area- and mobile-source emissions; however, as stated above they 
would be controlled appropriately thought the permit process. (SJVAPCD Rule 9510 “Indirect Source Review” 
does not apply to stationary sources.) Thus, project generated, operational-related regional emissions of criteria air 
pollutants and precursors would not violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. In addition, because 
SJVAPCD’s mass emission significance thresholds approximately correlate with land use project emission 
reduction requirements in the SIP, emissions associated with the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would not 
conflict with any air quality planning efforts. As a result, this impact would be less than significant. 

Operation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in approximately 2.3 TPY of ROG, 3.7 TPY of NOX, 2.1 TPY of PM10, and 
.5 TPY of PM2.5 from area- and mobile-source emissions, which would not exceed SJVAPCD’s applicable thresholds. Though 
project-generated stationary-source emissions would be additive, such would be controlled through SJVAPCD’s permit 
process. Thus, project generated, operational-related regional emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors would not 
violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. In addition, because SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds approximately correlate with 
land use project emission reduction requirements in the SIP, emissions associated with the proposed DeWitt Nelson project 
would not conflict with any air quality planning efforts. As a result, this impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-2a) 
Because the area- and mobile-source emissions would not exceed SJAVAPCD’s thresholds, no mitigation measures are 
required; however, the proposed project would still be required to comply with SJVAPCD Rule 9510. 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

As shown in Table 4.1-8, operation of the NCRF project would result in area- and mobile-source emissions of 
approximately 2.2 TPY of ROG, 3.3 TPY of NOX, 1.9 TPY of PM10, and .4 TPY of PM2.5, which would not 
exceed SJVAPCD’s applicable thresholds. Because emission rates of vehicles in California are anticipated to 
improve each year as older vehicles are retired and newer, lower-emission vehicles are added, emission levels 
associated with operation of the NCRF project are expected to decrease over time. In addition, project operations 
would not be anticipated to result in high, localized concentrations of PM10 or PM2.5 because these pollutants are 
generated by vehicle trips that occur throughout the area roadway network. Moreover, compliance with the ISR 
rule (Rule 9510) would result in additional reductions in operational emissions of NOX and PM10 (2.2 TPY and 
0.9 TPY, respectively). 

Please note that implementation of the NCRF project could also result in the generation of criteria air pollutant 
and precursor emissions from the long-term operation of on-site stationary sources (e.g., emergency generators 
and boilers). These types of sources would be subject to SJVAPCD Rule 2010 “Permits Required”, which 
requires that any construction, alteration, replacement, or operation of a source that will emit or may emit 
emissions must obtain an ATC and/or a PTO. 

More specifically, the use of any stationary source that may cause emissions is required by law to first obtain 
authorization to construct from the APCO (e.g., ATC). Before the operation of any new source, a written permit is 
also required from the APCO (e.g., PTO). No PTO will be granted either by the APCO or the Hearing Board for 
the operation of any source constructed or installed without these authorizations until the information required is 
presented to the APCO and conforms to the standards set forth in Rule 2070 “Standards for Granting 
Applications”. 

According to Rule 2070, the construction and operation of any source must comply with Rule 2201 “New and 
Modified Stationary Source Review Rule” and Rule 4001 “New Source Performance Standards”, the ATC, and 
PTO. The APCO will deny any ATC or PTO if the construction and operation of the source is not shown to be 
designed, controlled, or equipped with such an air pollution control article, machine, equipment, or other 
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contrivance, in a manner not to cause emissions in violation of Section 41700 or 41701 or 42301 of the Health 
and Safety Code, and the other SJVAPCD applicable rules mentioned above (e.g., compliance with new source 
review standards). 

Table 4.1-8 
Summary of Modeled Annual Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors 

from Operation of the NCRF Project 

 
Emissions (TPY) 

ROG NOX PM10 PM2.5  

Area Sources 0.3 0.3 <0.1 <0.1 

Mobile Sources 1.9 3.0 1.9 0.4 

Total Unmitigated Emissions 2.2 3.3 1.9 0.4 

SJVAPCD Significance Threshold 10 10 151 101 

Notes: 

NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less; PM10 = 

respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less; ROG = reactive organic gases; SJVAPCD = San 

Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; TPY = tons per year 
1 SJVAPCD has not adopted numerical CEQA mass emission thresholds for PM10 or PM2.5; however, the modeling output data and 

stationary source threshold values are shown for information purposes and disclosure only. The threshold value shown here for PM10 

(i.e., 15 TPY) represents the level at which SJVAPCD requires new stationary sources to provide offsets through the permit process. 

This is consistent with SJVAPCD’s approach to the numerical CEQA mass emission thresholds for ROG and NOX, which also represent 

the level that triggers offsets for new stationary sources. The value shown for PM2.5 (i.e., 10 TPY) represents 70% of the value shown for 

PM10, which is based on a comparison between the PM10 and PM2.5 ambient air quality standards.  

Numbers may not sum exactly to totals due to rounding. 

Refer to Appendix B for detailed assumptions and modeling output files. 

Source: Data modeled by Ascent Environmental in 2010. 

 

According to SJVAPCD, new permitted sources emitting more than 2 lb/day of ROG or NOX must provide 
BACT, and all sources emitting more than the new source review thresholds must offset all emissions in excess of 
the thresholds. Emission for these sources would not be allowed to exceed the numeric thresholds of significance 
for ozone precursors (SJVAPCD 2002). Generally, stationary sources of air-pollutant emissions that comply with 
applicable regulations pertaining to BACT and offset requirements are not considered to have significant air-
quality impacts (SMAQMD 2009b). 

In summary, stationary sources proposed as part of this project would be subject to SJVAPCD permitting and 
BACT requirements, and would not be allowed individually to exceed applicable thresholds (e.g., new source 
review and SJVAPCD significance thresholds). The exact amount of emissions was not quantified for the 
purposes of this analysis as detailed design specifications and operation requirements were not available and will 
be required as part of the permit process. Nonetheless, the emissions from these sources would be additive to 
those quantified above from project-generated area- and mobile-source emissions; however, as stated above they 
would be controlled appropriately thought the permit process. (SJVAPCD Rule 9510 “Indirect Source Review” 
does not apply to stationary sources.) Thus, project generated, operational-related regional emissions of criteria air 
pollutants and precursors would not violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. In addition, because 
SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds approximately correlate with land use project emission reduction 
requirements in the SIP, emissions associated with the NCRF project would not conflict with any air quality 
planning efforts. As a result, this impact would be less than significant. 



 

NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects   CDCR 
DEIR 4.1-37 Air Quality 

Operation of the NCRF project would result in approximately 2.2 TPY of ROG, 3.3 TPY of NOX, 1.9 TPY of PM10, and .4 TPY 
of PM2.5 from area- and mobile-source emissions, which would not exceed SJVAPCD’s applicable thresholds. Though project-
generated stationary-source emissions would be additive, such would be controlled through SJVAPCD’s permit process. 
Thus, project generated, operational-related regional emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors would not violate or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. In addition, because SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds approximately correlate with land use 
project emission reduction requirements in the SIP, emissions associated with the proposed NCRF project would not conflict 
with any air quality planning efforts. As a result, this impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-2b) Because the 
area- and mobile-source emissions would not exceed SJAVAPCD’s thresholds, no mitigation measures are required; 
however, the proposed project would still require compliance with SJVAPCD Rule 9510. 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

As shown in Table 4.1-9, operation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would result in area- and mobile-
source emissions of approximately 4.5 TPY of ROG, 7.0 TPY of NOX, 4.0 TPY of PM10, and .9 TPY of PM2.5, 
which would not exceed SJVAPCD’s applicable thresholds. Because emission rates of vehicles in California are 
anticipated to improve each year as older vehicles are retired and newer, lower-emission vehicles are added, 
emission levels associated with operation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects are expected to decrease over 
time. In addition, project operations would not be anticipated to result in high, localized concentrations of PM10 or 
PM2.5 because these pollutants are generated by vehicle trips that occur throughout the area roadway network. 
Moreover, compliance with the ISR rule (Rule 9510) would result in additional reductions in operational 
emissions of NOX and PM10 (4.1 TPY and 2.0 TPY, respectively). 

Table 4.1-9 
Summary of Modeled Annual Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors 

from Operation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Projects 

Year 
Emissions (TPY) 

ROG NOX PM10 PM2.5  

Area Sources 0.6 0.6 <0.1 <0.1 

Mobile Sources 3.9 6.4 4.0 0.9 

Total Unmitigated Emissions 4.5 7.0 4.0 0.9 

SJVAPCD Significance Threshold 10 10 151 101 

Notes: 

NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less; PM10 = 

respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less; ROG = reactive organic gases; SJVAPCD = San 

Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; TPY = tons per year 
1 SJVAPCD has not adopted numerical CEQA mass emission thresholds for PM10 or PM2.5; however, the modeling output data and 

stationary source threshold values are shown for information purposes and disclosure only. The threshold value shown here for PM10 

(i.e., 15 TPY) represents the level at which SJVAPCD requires new stationary sources to provide offsets through the permit process. 

This is consistent with SJVAPCD’s approach to the numerical CEQA mass emission thresholds for ROG and NOX, which also represent 

the level that triggers offsets for new stationary sources. The value shown for PM2.5 (i.e., 10 TPY) represents 70% of the value shown for 

PM10, which is based on a comparison between the PM10 and PM2.5 ambient air quality standards.  

Numbers may not sum exactly to totals due to rounding. 

Refer to Appendix B for detailed assumptions and modeling output files. 

Source: Data modeled by Ascent Environmental in 2010. 
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Please note that implementation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects could also result in the generation of 
criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions from the long-term operation of on-site stationary sources (e.g., 
emergency generators and boilers). These types of sources would be subject to SJVAPCD Rule 2010 “Permits 
Required”, which requires that any construction, alteration, replacement, or operation of a source that will emit or 
may emit emissions must obtain an ATC and/or a PTO. 

More specifically, the use of any stationary source that may cause of emissions is required by law to first obtain 
authorization to construct from the APCO (e.g., ATC). Before the operation of any new source, a written permit is 
also required from the APCO (e.g., PTO). No PTO will be granted either by the APCO or the Hearing Board for 
the operation of any source constructed or installed without these authorizations until the information required is 
presented to the APCO and conforms to the standards set forth in Rule 2070 “Standards for Granting 
Applications”. 

According to Rule 2070, the construction and operation of any source must comply with Rule 2201 “New and 
Modified Stationary Source Review Rule” and Rule 4001 “New Source Performance Standards”, the ATC, and 
PTO. The APCO will deny any ATC or PTO if the construction and operation of the source is not shown to be 
designed, controlled, or equipped with such an air pollution control article, machine, equipment, or other 
contrivance, in a manner not to cause emissions in violation of Section 41700 or 41701 or 42301 of the Health 
and Safety Code, and the other SJVAPCD applicable rules mentioned above (e.g., compliance with new source 
review standards). 

According to SJVAPCD, new permitted sources emitting more than 2 lb/day of ROG or NOX must provide 
BACT, and all sources emitting more than the new source review thresholds must offset all emissions in excess of 
the thresholds. Emission for these sources would not be allowed to exceed the numeric thresholds of significance 
for ozone precursors (SJVAPCD 2002). Generally, stationary sources of air-pollutant emissions that comply with 
applicable regulations pertaining to BACT and offset requirements are not considered to have significant air-
quality impacts (SMAQMD 2009b). 

In summary, stationary sources proposed as part of this project would be subject to SJVAPCD permitting and 
BACT requirements, and would not be allowed individually to exceed applicable thresholds (e.g., new source 
review and SJVAPCD significance thresholds). The exact amount of emissions was not quantified for the 
purposes of this analysis as detailed design specifications and operation requirements were not available and will 
be required as part of the permit process. Nonetheless, the emissions from these sources would be additive to 
those quantified above from project-generated area- and mobile-source emissions; however, as stated above they 
would be controlled appropriately thought the permit process. (SJVAPCD Rule 9510 “Indirect Source Review” 
does not apply to stationary sources.) Thus, project generated, operational-related regional emissions of criteria air 
pollutants and precursors would not violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. In addition, because 
SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds approximately correlate with land use project emission reduction 
requirements in the SIP, emissions associated with the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would not conflict with 
any air quality planning efforts. As a result, this impact would be less than significant. 

Operation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would result in approximately 4.5 TPY of ROG, 7.0 TPY of NOX, 4.0 TPY 
of PM10, and .9 TPY of PM2.5 from area- and mobile-source emissions, which would not exceed SJVAPCD’s applicable 
thresholds. Though project-generated stationary-source emissions would be additive, such would be controlled through 
SJVAPCD’s permit process. Thus, project generated, operational-related regional emissions of criteria air pollutants and 
precursors would not violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. In addition, because SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds approximately 
correlate with land use project emission reduction requirements in the SIP, emissions associated with the proposed DeWitt 
Nelson and NCRF projects would not conflict with any air quality planning efforts. As a result, this impact would be less than 
significant. (Impact 4.1-2c) Because the area- and mobile-source emissions would not exceed SJAVAPCD’s thresholds, no 
mitigation measures are required; however, the proposed project would still require compliance with SJVAPCD Rule 9510. 
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Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.1-3: Generation of Long-Term Operation-Related (Local) Mobile-Source Emissions of Carbon Monoxide 

CO concentration is a direct function of motor vehicle activity (e.g., idling time and traffic flow conditions), 
particularly during peak commute hours, and meteorological conditions. Under specific meteorological conditions 
(e.g., stable conditions that result in poor dispersion), CO concentrations may reach unhealthy levels with respect 
to local sensitive land-uses such as residential areas, schools, and hospitals. As a result, it is recommended that 
CO be analyzed at the local level. San Joaquin County is in attainment of both the CAAQS and NAAQS for CO.  

Several air districts in California recently adopted screening criteria for analyzing local CO impacts, including the 
Sacramento Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) and Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD). Those criteria applicable to the proposed project are listed separately below. These screening 
criteria have been developed in a manner that if met, project-generated long-term operation-related local mobile-
source emissions of CO would not violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  

According to BAAQMD, a proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact if the following 
criterion is met (BAAQMD 2010): 

► Project traffic would not increase volumes at affected intersections to more than 44,000 vehicles per hour.  

According to SMAQMD, a proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact if the following 
criterion is met (SMAQMD 2009b): 

► The project would not result in an affected intersection experiencing more than 31,600 vehicles per hour.  

DeWitt Nelson Only 

According to the traffic analysis (attached as Appendix E and discussed in Section 4.11, “Transportation”), none 
of the maximum peak hour traffic volumes resulting from implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would 
exceed 44,000 and 31,600 vehicles per hour. As a result, project-generated long-term operational-related local 
mobile-source emissions of CO would not violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. This impact would be less than 
significant. 

DeWitt Nelson project-generated long-term operational-related local mobile-source emissions of CO would not violate or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. As a result, this impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-3a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

According to the traffic analysis, none of the maximum peak hour traffic volumes resulting from implementation 
of the NCRF project would exceed BAAQMD’s and SMAQMD’s respective screening criteria of 44,000 and 
31,600 vehicles per hour. As a result, project-generated long-term operational-related local mobile-source 
emissions of CO would not violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation or 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. This impact would be less than significant. 
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NCRF project-generated long-term operational-related local mobile-source emissions of CO would not violate or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. As a result, this impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-3b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

According to the traffic analysis, none of the maximum peak hour traffic volumes resulting from implementation 
of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would exceed BAAQMD’s and SMAQMD’s respective screening 
criteria of 44,000 and 31,600 vehicles per hour. As a result, project-generated long-term operational-related local 
mobile-source emissions of CO would not violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. This impact would be less than 
significant (Impact 4.1-3c). 

DeWitt Nelson and NCRF combined project-generated long-term operational-related local mobile-source emissions of CO 
would not violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation or expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. As a result, this impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-3c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.1-4: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Emissions of Toxic Air Contaminants 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

On-Site Construction-Related Equipment Emissions 

Construction of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in short-term project-generated emissions of diesel PM 
from the exhaust of off-road heavy-duty diesel equipment for site preparation (e.g., excavation, grading, and 
clearing); paving; application of architectural coatings; and other miscellaneous activities. Diesel PM was 
identified as a TAC by ARB in 1998. The potential cancer risk from the inhalation of diesel PM, as discussed 
below, outweighs the potential non-cancer health impacts (ARB 2003). SJVAPCD has not adopted a 
methodology for analyzing such impacts and has not recommended that Health Risk Assessments HRA’s be 
completed for construction-related emissions of TACs, with a few exceptions (e.g., where construction phase is 
the only phase of the project) (Reed, pers. comm., 2010). 

The dose to which receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk (i.e., potential 
exposure to TACs to be compared to applicable standards). Dose is a function of the concentration of a substance 
or substances in the environment and the duration of exposure to the substance. Dose is positively correlated with 
time, meaning that a longer exposure period would result in a higher exposure level for the maximally exposed 
individual (MEI). Thus, the risks estimated for a MEI are higher if a fixed exposure occurs over a longer period of 
time. According to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), health risk assessments, 
which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to TAC emissions, should be based on a 70-year exposure 
period; however, such assessments should be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the 
proposed project. Consequently, it is important to consider that the use of off-road heavy-duty diesel equipment-
would be limited to the construction period, which is approximately one year in regards to the more equipment-
intense period. Also, studies show that diesel PM is highly dispersive (i.e., concentrations decrease 70% within 
500 feet from source) (ARB 2006, Zhu and Hinds 2002). The nearest off-site sensitive receptors in the project 
vicinity are the N.A. Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility located approximately 1,500 feet to the west, and the 
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single-family residential land uses located approximately 2,600 feet east along Austin Road. These distances 
represent the reasonable center of active construction equipment at the DeWitt Nelson site to common areas of the 
nearby receptors. Inmates would not be located on the DeWitt Nelson site during the construction phase. Thus, 
the use of off-road heavy-duty equipment would be temporary and the nearest sensitive receptor is more than 500 
feet from the project site (e.g., distance associated with a 70% decrease in emissions). Consequently, temporary 
project-generated, construction-related emissions of TACs would not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors 
to substantial pollutant concentrations. As a result, this impact would be less than significant. 

On-site and Off-site Operational-Related Stationary-Source Emissions 

Specific information is not available at this time, but the DeWitt Nelson project could include stationary sources 
(e.g., emergency generators and boilers). These types of stationary sources, in addition to any other stationary 
sources that may emit TACs, would be subject to SJVAPCD rules and regulations that CDCR would follow, 
including SJVAPCD Rule 2201, “New and Modified Stationary Source Rule”; Rule 4002, “National Emission 
Standards of HAP Emissions”; Rule 2550, “Federally Mandated Preconstruction for Major Sources of Air 
Toxics”; and MACT and T-BACT requirements. Thus, SJVAPCD would analyze such sources (e.g., prepare a 
health risk assessment if deemed necessary) based on their potential to emit TACs. If it is determined that the 
sources would emit TACs in excess of SJVAPCD applicable significance levels, T-MACT or T-BACT would be 
implemented in order to reduce emissions, or else SJVAPCD would deny the required permit to operate. 

More specifically, the siting of new stationary sources of TACs would be subject to SJVAPCD rules and each 
new stationary source is evaluated to determine whether it has the potential to emit TACs. SJVAPCD assesses the 
impact from TACs based on its own guidance, as well guidance documents from OEHHA, ARB and the 
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association. SJVAPCD requires emission controls (e.g., T-MACT or T-
BACT) as deemed necessary. 

In addition to T-MACT and T-BACT requirements, permits for stationary equipment that may emit TACs may 
also contain conditions required by the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs) 
and Air Toxic Control Measures (ATCMs) promulgated by EPA and ARB, respectively. In short, a new 
stationary source of TACs would not receive the authority to construct or permit to operate if it would result in: 

► An incremental increase in cancer risk greater than 10 in one million at any off-site receptor; and/or 

► An off-site ground-level concentration of non-carcinogenic TACs generated from the project that would result 
in a Hazard Index greater than 1 (unless approved by OEHHA). 

These permitting requirements reflect SJVAPCD’s thresholds of significance for TACs generated by stationary 
sources or land uses that include non-permitted sources (e.g., truck distribution yards). Therefore, lead agencies 
can determine that a new stationary source of TACs that attains the authority to construct and permit to operate 
from SJVAPCD would not exceed the applicable TAC thresholds of significance. 

With regards to proposed sensitive receptors, including inmates and workers, according to ARB’s Community 
Health Air Pollution Information System, no major stationary sources of TACs exist within 2 miles of the DeWitt 
Nelson project site. Thus, implementation of the proposed project would not result in the placement of sensitive 
receptors within ARB-recommenced separation distances. Consequently, implementation of the DeWitt Nelson 
project would not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors (existing or proposed) to substantial pollutant 
concentrations from stationary sources. This impact would be a less than significant (Impact 4.1-4a, stationary).  

With regards to construction-related activities, the use of off-road heavy-duty equipment would be temporary and the nearest 
sensitive receptor is more than 500 feet from the project site (e.g., distance associated with a 70% decrease in emissions). 
For any proposed stationary sources of TACs, CDCR would comply with applicable rules and regulation and implementation 
of the proposed project would not locate any proposed sensitive receptors within ARB-recommended separation distances. As 
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a result, implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors (existing or 
proposed) to substantial pollutant concentrations. This impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-4a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

On-Site Construction-Related Equipment Emissions 

Construction of the NCRF project would result in short-term project-generated emissions of diesel PM from the 
exhaust of off-road heavy-duty diesel equipment for site preparation (e.g., excavation, grading, and clearing); 
paving; application of architectural coatings; and other miscellaneous activities. Diesel PM was identified as a 
TAC by ARB in 1998. The potential cancer risk from the inhalation of diesel PM, as discussed below, outweighs 
the potential non-cancer health impacts (ARB 2003). SJVAPCD has not adopted a methodology for analyzing 
such impacts and has not recommended that HRA’s be completed for construction-related emissions of TACs, 
with a few exceptions (e.g., where construction phase is the only phase of the project) (Reed, pers. comm., 2007). 

The dose to which receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk (i.e., potential 
exposure to TACs to be compared to applicable standards). Dose is a function of the concentration of a substance 
or substances in the environment and the duration of exposure to the substance. Dose is positively correlated with 
time, meaning that a longer exposure period would result in a higher exposure level for the MEI. Thus, the risks 
estimated for a MEI are higher if a fixed exposure occurs over a longer period of time. According to OEHHA, 
health risk assessments, which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to TAC emissions, should be based 
on a 70-year exposure period; however, such assessments should be limited to the period/duration of activities 
associated with the proposed project. Consequently, it is important to consider that the use of off-road heavy-duty 
diesel equipment would be limited to the construction period, which is approximately one year in regards to the 
more equipment-intense period. Also, studies show that diesel PM is highly dispersive (e.g., decrease of 70% at 
500 feet from source) (ARB 2006, Zhu and Hinds 2002). The nearest off-site sensitive receptors in the project 
vicinity are the O.H. Close Youth Correctional Facility located approximately 4,500 feet to the southwest, and the 
single-family residential land uses located approximately 1,000 feet southeast along Austin Road. These distances 
represent the reasonable center of active construction equipment at the NCRF site to common areas of the nearby 
receptors. Inmates would not be located on the NCRF site during the construction phase. Thus, the use of off-road 
heavy-duty equipment would be temporary and the nearest sensitive receptor is more than 500 feet from the 
project site (e.g., distance associated with a 70% decrease in emissions). Consequently, temporary project-
generated, construction-related emissions of TACs would not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. As a result, this impact would be less than significant. 

On-site and Off-site Operational-Related Stationary-Source Emissions 

Specific information is not available at this time, but the NCRF project could include stationary sources (e.g., 
emergency generators and boilers). These types of stationary sources, in addition to any other stationary sources 
that may emit TACs, would be subject to SJVAPCD rules and regulations, including SJVAPCD Rule 2201, “New 
and Modified Stationary Source Rule”; Rule 4002, “National Emission Standards of HAP Emissions”; Rule 2550, 
“Federally Mandated Preconstruction for Major Sources of Air Toxics”; and MACT and T-BACT requirements. 
Thus, SJVAPCD would analyze such sources (e.g., prepare a health risk assessment if deemed necessary) based 
on their potential to emit TACs. If it is determined that the sources would emit TACs in excess of SJVAPCD 
applicable significance levels, T-MACT or T-BACT would be implemented in order to reduce emissions, or else 
SJVAPCD would deny the required permit to operate. 

More specifically, the siting of new stationary sources of TACs would be subject to SJVAPCD rules and each 
new stationary source is evaluated to determine whether it has the potential to emit TACs. SJVAPCD assesses the 
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impact from TACs based on its own guidance, as well guidance documents from OEHHA, ARB and the 
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association. SJVAPCD requires emission controls (e.g., T-MACT or T-
BACT) as deemed necessary. 

In addition to T-MACT and T-BACT requirements, permits for stationary equipment that may emit TACs may 
also contain conditions required by NESHAPs and ATCMs promulgated by EPA and ARB, respectively. In short, 
a new stationary source of TACs would not receive the authority to construct or permit to operate if it would 
result in: 

► An incremental increase in cancer risk greater than 10 in one million at any off-site receptor; and/or 

► An off-site ground-level concentration of non-carcinogenic TACs generated from the project that would result 
in a Hazard Index greater than 1 (unless approved by OEHHA). 

These permitting requirements reflect SJVAPCD’s thresholds of significance for TACs generated by stationary 
sources or land uses that include non-permitted sources (e.g., truck distribution yards). Therefore, lead agencies 
can determine that a new stationary source of TACs that attains the authority to construct and permit to operate 
from SJVAPCD would not exceed the applicable TAC thresholds of significance. 

With regards to proposed sensitive receptors (e.g., inmates on-site), according to ARB’s Community Health Air 
Pollution Information System, no major stationary sources of TACs exist within 2 miles of the NCRF project site. 
Thus, implementation of the proposed project would not result in the placement of sensitive receptors within 
ARB-recommenced separation distances. Consequently, implementation of the NCRF project would not result in 
the exposure of sensitive receptors (existing or proposed) to substantial pollutant concentrations from stationary 
sources. This impact would be a less than significant.  

With regards to construction-related activities, the use of off-road heavy-duty equipment would be temporary and the nearest 
sensitive receptor is more than 500 feet from the project site (e.g., distance associated with a 70% decrease in emissions). 
For any proposed stationary sources of TACs, CDCR would comply with applicable rules and regulation and implementation 
of the proposed project would not locate any proposed sensitive receptors within ARB-recommended separation distances. As 
a result, implementation of the NCRF project would not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors (existing or proposed) to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. This impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-4b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

On-Site Construction-Related Equipment Emissions 

Construction of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would result in short-term project-generated emissions of 
diesel PM from the exhaust of off-road heavy-duty diesel equipment for site preparation (e.g., excavation, 
grading, and clearing); paving; application of architectural coatings; and other miscellaneous activities. Diesel PM 
was identified as a TAC by ARB in 1998. The potential cancer risk from the inhalation of diesel PM, as discussed 
below, outweighs the potential non-cancer health impacts (ARB 2003). SJVAPCD has not adopted a 
methodology for analyzing such impacts and has not recommended that HRA’s be completed for construction-
related emissions of TACs, with a few exceptions (e.g., where construction phase is the only phase of the project) 
(Reed, pers. comm., 2007). 

The dose to which receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk (i.e., potential 
exposure to TACs to be compared to applicable standards). Dose is a function of the concentration of a substance 
or substances in the environment and the duration of exposure to the substance. Dose is positively correlated with 
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time, meaning that a longer exposure period would result in a higher exposure level for the MEI. Thus, the risks 
estimated for a MEI are higher if a fixed exposure occurs over a longer period of time. According to OEHHA, 
health risk assessments, which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to TAC emissions, should be based 
on a 70-year exposure period; however, such assessments should be limited to the period/duration of activities 
associated with the proposed project. Consequently, it is important to consider that the use of off-road heavy-duty 
diesel equipment would be limited to the construction period, which is approximately one year in regards to the 
more equipment-intense period. Also, studies show that diesel PM is highly dispersive (e.g., decrease of 70% at 
500 feet from source) (ARB 2006, Zhu and Hinds 2002). The nearest off-site sensitive receptors in the project 
vicinity are the O. H. Close Youth Correctional Facility located approximately 1,500 feet northwest of the 
DeWitt-Nelson site and 4,500 feet southeast of the NCRF site, the N. A. Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility 
located approximately 1,500 feet west of the DeWitt-Nelson site and more than 5,000 feet southwest of the NCRF 
site, and the single-family residential land uses located approximately 2,600feet east of the DeWitt-Nelson site 
along Austin Road, and the single family residential land uses located approximately 1,000 feet southeast of the 
NCRF site. These distances represent the reasonable center of active construction equipment at the DeWitt Nelson 
and NCRF sites to common areas of the nearby receptors. Inmates would not be located on the DeWitt Nelson or 
NCRF site during the construction phase. Thus, the use of off-road heavy-duty equipment would be temporary 
and the nearest sensitive receptor is more than 500 feet from the project site (e.g., distance associated with a 70% 
decrease in emissions). Consequently, temporary project-generated, construction-related emissions of TACs 
would not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. As a result, this 
impact would be less than significant. 

On-site and Off-site Operational-Related Stationary-Source Emissions 

Specific information is not available at this time, but the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects could include 
stationary sources (e.g., emergency generators, boilers, and pumps). These types of stationary sources, in addition 
to any other stationary sources that may emit TACs, would be subject to SJVAPCD rules and regulations, 
including SJVAPCD Rule 2201, “New and Modified Stationary Source Rule”; Rule 4002, “National Emission 
Standards of HAP Emissions”; Rule 2550, “Federally Mandated Preconstruction for Major Sources of Air 
Toxics”; and MACT and T-BACT requirements. Thus, SJVAPCD would analyze such sources (e.g., prepare a 
health risk assessment if deemed necessary) based on their potential to emit TACs. If it is determined that the 
sources would emit TACs in excess of SJVAPCD applicable significance levels, T-MACT or T-BACT would be 
implemented in order to reduce emissions, or else SJVAPCD would deny the required permit to operate. 

More specifically, the siting of new stationary sources of TACs would be subject to SJVAPCD rules and each 
new stationary source is evaluated to determine whether it has the potential to emit TACs. SJVAPCD assesses the 
impact from TACs based on its own guidance, as well guidance documents from OEHHA, ARB and the 
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association. SJVAPCD requires emission controls (e.g., T-MACT or T-
BACT) as deemed necessary. 

In addition to T-MACT and T-BACT requirements, permits for stationary equipment that may emit TACs may 
also contain conditions required by NESHAPs and ATCMs promulgated by EPA and ARB, respectively. In short, 
a new stationary source of TACs would not receive the authority to construct or permit to operate if it would 
result in: 

► An incremental increase in cancer risk greater than 10 in one million at any off-site receptor; and/or 

► An off-site ground-level concentration of non-carcinogenic TACs generated from the project that would result 
in a Hazard Index greater than 1 (unless approved by OEHHA). 

These permitting requirements reflect SJVAPCD’s thresholds of significance for TACs generated by stationary 
sources or land uses that include non-permitted sources (e.g., truck distribution yards). Therefore, lead agencies 
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can determine that a new stationary source of TACs that attains the authority to construct and permit to operate 
from SJVAPCD would not exceed the applicable TAC thresholds of significance. 

With regards to proposed sensitive receptors (e.g., inmates on-site), according to ARB’s Community Health Air 
Pollution Information System, no major stationary sources of TACs exist within 2 miles of the DeWitt Nelson and 
NCRF project sites. Thus, implementation of the proposed project would not result in the placement of sensitive 
receptors within ARB-recommenced separation distances. Consequently, implementation of the DeWitt Nelson 
and NCRF projects would not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors (existing or proposed) to substantial 
pollutant concentrations from stationary sources. This impact would be a less than significant. 

With regards to construction-related activities, the use of off-road heavy-duty equipment would be temporary and the nearest 
sensitive receptor is more than 500 feet from the project site (e.g., distance associated with a 70% decrease in emissions). 
For any proposed stationary sources of TACs, CDCR would comply with applicable rules and regulation and implementation 
of the proposed project would not locate any proposed sensitive receptors within ARB-recommended separation distances. As 
a result, implementation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors 
(existing or proposed) to substantial pollutant concentrations. This impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-4c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.1-5: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Odors  

The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depend on numerous factors, including the nature, frequency, and 
intensity of the source; wind speed and direction; and the presence of sensitive receptors. While offensive odors 
rarely cause any physical harm, they still can be very unpleasant, leading to considerable distress and often 
generating citizen complaints to local governments and regulatory agencies. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

SJVAPCD has developed screening-level distances for new major sources of odors such as waste water treatment 
facilities, food processing facilities, and landfills (SJVAPCD 2002). Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project 
would not include the construction or operation of any of the major source types identified by SJVAPCD in 
regards to the exposure of existing sensitive receptors. Any kitchen-related odors would be controlled under the 
California Department of Public Health emissions reduction mandates that would limit exhaust emissions from 
cooking sources (e.g., fryers, charbroilers). Thus, implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would not expose 
the nearby existing receptors (e.g., N. A. Chaderjian and O. H. Close Youth Correctional Facilities and residences 
along Austin Road). Existing potential sources of odors in the project vicinity include a sanitary landfill operated 
by Forward Inc. more than 1,700 feet south of the project site on Austin Road, and surrounding agricultural uses. 
However, no major agriculture-related odor sources (e.g., pig or dairy operations) are located within 2 miles and, 
according to SJVAPCD, there have been no confirmed odor complaints about these identified sources. Thus, 
implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would not be anticipated to result in the exposure of sensitive 
receptors to objectionable odors. As a result, this impact would be less than significant. 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would not include the construction or operation of any major odor sources and 
there have been no confirmed odor complaints about existing odor sources. Thus, implementation of the DeWitt Nelson 
project would not be anticipated to result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to objectionable odors. As a result, this impact 
would be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-5a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 
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NCRF Only 

SJVAPCD has developed screening-level distances for new major sources of odors such as waste water treatment 
facilities, food processing facilities, and landfills (SJVAPCD 2002). Implementation of the NCRF project would 
not include the construction or operation of any of the major source types identified by SJVAPCD in regards to 
the exposure of existing sensitive receptors. Any kitchen-related odors would be controlled under the California 
Department of Public Health emissions reduction mandates that would limit exhaust emissions from cooking 
sources. Thus, implementation of the NCRF project would not expose the nearby existing receptors (e.g., N. A. 
Chaderjian and O. H. Close Youth Correctional Facilities and residences along Austin Road). Existing potential 
sources of odors in the project vicinity include a sanitary landfill operated by Forward Inc. over 1 mile south of 
the project site on Austin Road, and surrounding agricultural uses. However, no major agriculture-related odor 
sources (e.g., pig or dairy operations) are located within 2 miles and, according to SJVAPCD, there have been no 
confirmed odor complaints about these identified sources. Thus, implementation of the NCRF project would not 
be anticipated to result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to objectionable odors. As a result, this impact would 
be less than significant. 

Implementation of the NCRF project would not include the construction or operation of any major odor sources and there have 
been no confirmed odor complaints about existing odor sources. Thus, implementation of the NCRF project would not be 
anticipated to result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to objectionable odors. As a result, this impact would be less than 
significant. (Impact 4.1-5b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

SJVAPCD has developed screening-level distances for new major sources of odors such as waste water treatment 
facilities, food processing facilities, and landfills (SJVAPCD 2002). Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson and 
NCRF projects would not include the construction or operation of any of the major source types identified by 
SJVAPCD in regards to the exposure of existing sensitive receptors. Any kitchen-related odors would be 
controlled under the California Department of Public Health emissions reduction mandates that would limit 
exhaust emissions from cooking sources. Thus, implementation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would 
not expose the nearby existing receptors (e.g., N. A. Chaderjian and O. H. Close Youth Correctional Facilities and 
residences along Austin Road). Existing potential sources of odors in the project vicinity include surrounding 
agricultural uses and a sanitary landfill operated by Forward Inc. over 1 mile south of the NCRF project site and 
over 1,700 feet south of the DeWitt Nelson site on Austin Road. However, no major agriculture-related odor 
sources (e.g., pig or dairy operations) are located within 2 miles and, according to SJVAPCD, there have been no 
confirmed odor complaints about these identified sources. Thus, implementation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF 
projects would not be anticipated to result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to objectionable odors. As a 
result, this impact would be less than significant. 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would not include the construction or operation of any major odor 
sources and there have been no confirmed odor complaints about existing odor sources. Thus, implementation of the DeWitt 
Nelson and NCRF projects would not be anticipated to result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to objectionable odors. As 
a result, this impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.1-5c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 
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4.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

This section describes the biological resources on and within the vicinity of the project site; describes relevant 
federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to biological resources; and addresses biological resources that 
could be affected by implementation of the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects. The information 
presented is based on data collected during reconnaissance-level field surveys, biological database searches, and 
review of other relevant documentation for the project area. The reconnaissance-level biological surveys of the 
project sites were conducted by AECOM and Ascent biologists on July 27, 2010. The purpose of these surveys 
was to characterize biological resources present on or within the vicinity of the project sites, and evaluate the 
potential for special-status species to occur on or near the project sites. AECOM biologists also surveyed portions 
of the project sites on January 4, June 5, August 29, and September 3, 2008 in association with the California 
Health Care Facility (CHCF) project, portions of which overlap with the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 
project sites. Database reviews conducted for this analysis included the project sites and a 2-mile buffer around 
the project sites in order to gain a better understanding of sensitive biological resources previously documented in 
the larger vicinity of the project sites. The environmental documents reviewed included the San Joaquin County 
Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan (SJMCSP) (San Joaquin County 2000), the San 
Joaquin County General Plan 2010 (San Joaquin County 1992, and the City of Stockton General Plan 2035 (City 
of Stockton 2006). 

4.2.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The project sites are located on and adjacent to the Northern California Youth Correctional Center (NCYCC), 
which is a complex of several separate facilities and is mostly developed. No natural habitats are present at 
NCYCC, and open space areas generally consist of landscaped areas, fallow fields, and ruderal areas 
(Exhibit 4.2-1). The surrounding area consists primarily of agricultural fields to the south and east with a few 
small residential homes interspersed. The agricultural fields were recently disced and barren at the time of the 
reconnaissance field survey in July. Additional CDCR facilities are present adjacent to the project sites. O. H. 
Close Youth Correctional Facility is operational and located to the southwest of the NCRF site. N. A. Chaderjian 
Youth Correctional Facility is operational; this facility is located to the west of the DeWitt Nelson project site, 
and the Karl Holten Youth Correctional Facility, which is currently closed, is located between the DeWitt Nelson 
(to the south) and the NCRF site (to the north). Both of these facilities contain similar habitats consisting of turf 
grasses, ruderal areas, and several ornamental trees. 

VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE 

This section discusses common vegetation and wildlife that occur or have the potential to occur on the DeWitt 
Nelson and NCRF project sites. 

DeWitt Nelson 

The DeWitt Nelson project site is located in the southeastern portion of the NCYCC. The facility has not been 
operational since June 2008 and open areas within the facility’s existing fence are not currently maintained. Much 
of the project site is developed and is covered by buildings and paved surfaces. Vegetation on the site consists 
primarily of ruderal (non-native, weedy) species. The dominant plant species in the ruderal areas is yellow 
starthistle (Centaurea solstitialis). A few landscape plantings and several large, ornamental trees are present 
around the buildings. The trees include Deodar cedar (Cedrus deodara), Modesto ash (Franxinus velutina), and 
Chinese elm (Ulmus parviflora). Some native valley oaks (Quercus lobata) are present on the project site. 
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Source: Kitchell 2010, Adapted by AECOM 2010 

 
Habitats in the Project Vicinity Exhibit 4.2-1 
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The agricultural field located where the firing range is proposed is currently  is currently fallow. In addition, the 
agricultural field located where the new stormwater retention basin is proposed is also fallow.  South of the 
agricultural field is an existing stormwater retention basin. The existing stormwater retention basin contains 
approximately 5 acres of freshwater marsh and seasonal wetland habitat dominated by cattails (Typha latifolia). 
During the reconnaissance field visit, no open water was present in the stormwater retention basin. Along the 
fringe of the cattail marsh are narrow patches of black willow (Salix gooddingii), sandbar willow (S. exigua), and 
one larger cottonwood (Populus fremontii). The northern half of the basin is dominated by seasonal wetland 
vegetation characterized by species such as tall flatsedge (Cyperus eragrostis), curly dock (Rumex crispus), and 
common lippia (Phyla nodiflora) (CPR 2008: 4.7-1).  

The project site provides little natural habitat for wildlife. However, landscape vegetation and ruderal habitat on 
the grounds of the DeWitt Nelson facility and the adjacent agricultural fields were observed to provide habitat for 
a moderate diversity of common and special-status wildlife species. The grounds of the DeWitt Nelson site 
provide nesting habitat for several native resident and migratory bird species, including: American kestrel (Falco 
sparverius), barn owl (Tyto alba), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsonii), 
western scrub-jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens), yellow-billed magpie (Pica nuttalli), western bluebird (Sialia 
mexicana), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), and house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus). The stormwater 
retention basin in the southern portion of the project site provides suitable nesting habitat for red-winged 
blackbirds (Agelaius phoeniceus) and other common birds that nest in freshwater marsh vegetation. The basin 
also provides potential habitat for common reptiles and amphibians. Mammals common to agricultural areas in 
the San Joaquin Valley, California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi), desert cottontail (Sylvilagus 
audubonii), raccoon (Procyon lotor), opossum (Didelphis virginiana), and striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), are 
likely to inhabit the project site. In addition, numerous vacant buildings on the project site could be used as roosts 
by bats. However, few access points or interior spaces (i.e., roof interiors, in eaves, under shingles) that would be 
desirable by bats were observed during the July 2010 survey. 

NCRF 

The NCRF project site is located adjacent and north of the northeastern corner of the NCYCC. The facility was 
most recently used as a correctional officers training academy, the Richard A. McGee Correctional Training 
Center Annex (CTCA), but was closed in 2008. However, the grounds of the facility continue to be maintained. 
Much of the project site is developed and is covered by existing buildings and paved surfaces. Vegetation on the 
site within the existing fenced area consists primarily of turf grasses that are irrigated and mowed regularly. The 
area between the fence line and the perimeter road contains ruderal (non-native, weedy) areas that had been 
recently disced at the time of the reconnaissance field survey. The administrative buildings that are located at the 
northern edge of the project site are surrounded by manicured lawn, landscape plantings, and several ornamental 
trees, which include Deodar cedar and eucalyptus (Eucalyptus sp.). A few small rock-lined retention basins are 
present in the northern section of this landscaped area. Disced ruderal fields are present along the eastern, western, 
and southern portions of the project site. 

The NCRF project site provides little natural habitat for wildlife, but landscaped areas and ruderal habitat, along 
with the adjacent agricultural fields, provide nesting and foraging habitat for both common and special-status 
wildlife species also expected to be found at DeWitt Nelson Conversion project site. Numerous vacant buildings 
are present on the project site and could be used as roosts by bats. A few of the existing buildings do have pitched 
corrugated metal roofs that may provide crevices suitable for roosting bats. 

SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Sensitive biological resources evaluated as part of this analysis include special-status species and sensitive 
habitats. The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) was used as the primary source to identify 
previously reported occurrences of special-status species and sensitive habitats in the project vicinity. The 
CNDDB is a statewide inventory, managed by the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) that is 
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continually updated with the location and condition of the state’s rare and declining species and habitats. 
Although the CNDDB is the most current and reliable tool for tracking occurrences of special-status species, it 
contains only those records that have been reported to DFG. Occurrences of special-status species documented in 
the CNDDB within a 2-mile radius of the project sites are shown in Exhibit 4.2-2). A search of the California 
Native Plant Society’s (CNPS’s) online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (CNPS 2010) was conducted 
for Stockton East and surrounding quadrangles. Other sources of information on sensitive resources that were 
reviewed include both published and unpublished data and reports collected and prepared for the CDCR lethal 
electrified fence monitoring program. 

Special-Status Species 

Special-status species are plants and animals in the following categories: 

► plant and wildlife species that are listed under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and/or California 
Endangered Species Act (CESA) as rare, threatened, or endangered; 

► plant and wildlife species considered candidates for listing or proposed for listing; 

► wildlife species identified by DFG as fully protected and/or species of special concern; 

► plants considered by CNPS to be rare, threatened, or endangered; and 

► plants and animals covered by the SJMSCP. 

Special-Status Plants 

Searches of the CNDDB and CNPS online electronic inventory identified 14 special-status plant species that have 
been documented in the vicinity of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF project sites. None of these special-status plants 
are expected to occur on the project sites. 

Thirteen of the 14 species have specialized habitat requirements that are not found on the sites. Habitat for alkali 
milk-vetch (Astragalus tener var. tener), San Joaquin spearscale (Atriplex joaquiniana), and palmate-bracted 
bird’s-beak (Cordylanthus palmatus) consists of alkaline playas. Delta button-celery (Eryngium racemosum) is 
found in seasonally mesic clay flats and vernal pools. Round-leaved filaree (Erodium macrophyllum) occurs on 
friable, undisturbed clay soils. Slough thistle (Cirsium crassicaule), delta tule pea (Lathyrus jepsonii var. 
jepsonii), Mason’s lilaeopsis (Lilaeopsis masonii), delta mudwort (Limosella subulata), Suisun Marsh aster 
(Symphyotrichum lentum), woolly rose-mallow (Hibiscus lasiocarpus), and Wright’s trichocoronis (Trichocoronis 
wrightii var. wrightii) occur in natural freshwater and brackish marsh habitats. Recurved larkspur (Delphinium 
recurvatum) occurs on alkaline soils in valley saltbush or valley chenopod scrub plant communities. None of 
these plants are expected to occur on the project sites because the natural habitats they require are not present. 

Sanford’s arrowhead (Sagittaria sanfordii) is known to occur in excavated ditches and other artificial freshwater 
habitats. However, the stormwater retention basin on the DeWitt Nelson project site is not considered suitable 
habitat for this species due to the lack of open-water habitat and the high density of cattails. 

Special-Status Wildlife 

Based on review of the results of a search of the CNDDB, documented species ranges, and conditions observed 
during the July 2010 field survey, a list of special-status wildlife species with the potential to occur on the two 
project sites was compiled, as presented in Table 4.2-1. 
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Source: CNDDB June 2010 

 
CNDDB Occurrences Exhibit 4.2-2 
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Table 4.2-1 
Special-Status Wildlife with Potential to Occur in the Project Vicinity 

Name Status Habitat 
Potential for Occurrence 

DeWitt Nelson NCRF 

Giant garter snake 
Thamnophis gigas 

Fed: Threatened 
CA: Threatened 

Freshwater marsh, 
sloughs, and slow-
moving rivers 

Could occur; potential upland 
and aquatic habitat present on 
project site (Littlejohns Creek in 
existing stormwater retention 
basin). 
Littlejohns Creek classified as 
potential GGS habitat in 
SJMSCP. 

Unlikely to occur; 
suitable habitat for 
this species not 
present on the project 
site. 

Northwestern pond 
turtle 
Emys marmorata 
marmorata 

CA: Species of 
Special Concern 

Freshwater marsh, 
ponds, lakes, and 
rivers 

Could occur; potential upland 
and aquatic habitat present on 
project site (Littlejohns Creek 
and in existing stormwater 
retention basin) 

Unlikely to occur; 
suitable habitat for 
this species not 
present on the project 
site. 

Burrowing owl 
Athene cunicularia 

CA: Species of 
Special Concern 

Grasslands and 
agricultural fields 

Could occur; suitable foraging 
habitat present on the project 
site; unlikely to nest on the 
project site due to height of 
vegetation 

Likely to occur; 
suitable nesting and 
foraging habitat 
present on project site 
and occupied burrows 
nearby 

Loggerhead shrike 
Lanius ludovidianus 

CA: Species of 
Special Concern 

Forage in grasslands 
and agricultural 
fields; nest in 
scattered shrubs and 
trees 

Could occur; suitable foraging 
and nesting habitat present on 
the project site 

Could occur; 
rationale same as 
listed above for 
DeWitt Nelson 

Northern harrier 
Circus cyaneus 

CA: Species of 
Special Concern  

Forage and nest in 
grassland, 
agricultural fields, 
and marshes 

Known to occur; suitable 
foraging habitat present on the 
project site, unlikely to nest on 
the project site due to low 
quality of suitable nesting 
habitat. One individual observed 
foraging on the project site 
during July 2010 survey. 

Could occur; suitable 
foraging habitat 
present on the project 
site, unlikely to nest 
due to low quality of 
suitable nesting 
habitat present. 

Swainson’s hawk 
Buteo swainsoni 

CA: Threatened Forage in grasslands 
and agricultural 
fields; nest in open 
woodland or 
scattered trees 

Likely to occur; suitable 
foraging habitat and low quality 
nesting habitat present on project 
site. Two individuals were 
observed soaring over the project 
site during July 2010 survey. 

Could occur; suitable 
foraging habitat and 
low-quality nesting 
habitat present on the 
project site. However, 
unlikely to nest on the 
project site due to 
level of disturbance 
from vegetation 
management and 
other maintenance 
activities. 
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Table 4.2-1 
Special-Status Wildlife with Potential to Occur in the Project Vicinity 

Name Status Habitat 
Potential for Occurrence 

DeWitt Nelson NCRF 

Tricolored blackbird 
Agelaius tricolor 

CA: Species of 
Special Concern 

Forage in grasslands 
and agricultural 
fields; nest in 
freshwater marsh, 
riparian scrub, and 
other dense shrubs 
and herbs 

Could occur; the existing 
stormwater retention basin 
supports low-quality nesting 
habitat. Suitable foraging habitat 
present in agricultural fields on 
project site. 

Not expected to 
occur; no suitable 
nesting habitat and no 
foraging habitat 
present on the project 
site. 

White-tailed kite 
Elanus leucurus 

CA: Fully 
Protected 

Forage in grasslands 
and agricultural 
fields; nest in 
isolated trees or 
small woodland 
patches 

Known to occur; suitable 
nesting and foraging habitat 
present on the project site. Two 
adults and 2 juveniles observed 
in nest tree on the project site in 
July 2010. 

Could occur; suitable 
nesting and foraging 
habitat present on 
project site. 

Pallid bat 
Antrozous pallidus 

CA: Species of 
Special Concern 

Reside in deserts, 
grasslands, 
shrublands; most 
common in open, 
dry habitats with 
rock areas 

Could occur; low quality 
roosting habitat present in vacant 
buildings on the project site. 

Could occur; suitable 
roosting habitat 
present in vacant 
buildings on the 
project site, especially 
those with corrugated 
roofing. 

Notes: 
1 Potential for Occurrence Definitions 

Unlikely to occur: Species is unlikely to be present on the project site due to poor habitat quality, lack of suitable habitat features, or 

restricted current distribution of the species. 

Could occur: Suitable habitat is available at the project site; however, there are little to no other indicators that the species might be 

present. 

Likely to occur: Habitat conditions, behavior of the species, known occurrences in the project vicinity, or other factors indicate a relatively 

high likelihood that the species would occur at the project site. 

Known to occur: The species, or evidence of its presence, was observed at the project site during reconnaissance surveys. 

Source: CNDDB 2010 

 

Giant Garter Snake 

Giant garter snake is federally listed and state listed as threatened. Giant garter snakes use a variety of aquatic 
habitats for foraging, such as agricultural canals, marshes, sloughs, and ponds. Giant garter snakes also require 
adjacent upland habitat for basking and can move over 800 feet away from water during the day (G.Hansen 1988 
and Wylie et al. cited in East Contra Costa County Habitat Plan Association 2006). For overwintering, they 
require burrows that provide sufficient cover and are at high enough elevations to function as refuges from 
floodwaters during the snakes’ inactive season. The giant garter snake typically emerges from overwintering 
hibernacula in spring. The active period for giant garter snake is defined as May 1–October 1. 

Potential giant garter snake habitat has been identified in the SJMSCP in Littlejohns Creek (San Joaquin County 
2000: 5-35), a portion of which runs just south and east of the existing stormwater retention basin in the southern 
portion of the DeWitt Nelson project site. The stretch of Littlejohns Creek near the existing retention basin 
contains emergent vegetation and holds slow-running water. The retention basin (which is less than 200 feet from 
Littlejohns Creek in some places) appears to contain water year round, supports dense emergent vegetation, and 
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could potentially support giant garter snake, though there was a very high density of cattails and no open water 
habitat was present during the 2010 reconnaissance field survey. The area surrounding the retention basin and 
Littlejohns Creek provides suitable upland habitat for giant garter snake (CPR 2008, 4.7-6) CNDDB records 
indicate a giant garter snake occurrence within approximately six miles east of the DeWitt Nelson project site, 
though the occurrence was recorded in 1976 (CNDDB 2010). 

There is no potential giant garter snake habitat present on the NCRF project site as there is no aquatic habitat 
present on or in close proximity to the NCRF project site, and the project site is too distant from aquatic habitat to 
function as suitable upland habitat for this species. 

Northwestern Pond Turtle 

The northwestern pond turtle is a California species of special concern. Northwestern pond turtles are generally 
associated with permanent or near-permanent aquatic habitats, such as lakes, ponds, streams, freshwater marshes, 
and agricultural ditches. They require still or slow-moving water with instream emergent woody debris, rocks, or 
similar features for basking sites. Pond turtles are highly aquatic but can venture up to 400 meters from water to 
lay eggs. Nests are typically located on unshaded upland slopes in dry substrates with clay or silt soils. Pond 
turtles can overwinter in upland sites. Littlejohns Creek, along the southern boundary of the DeWitt Nelson 
project site, and the stormwater retention basin, are considered potential habitat for this species. 

There is no suitable habitat for northwestern pond turtle present on the NCRF project site as there is no aquatic 
habitat present on or in close proximity to the NCRF project site, and the project site is too distant from aquatic 
habitat to function as suitable upland habitat for this species.  

Burrowing Owl 

Burrowing owl is a DFG species of special concern. Burrowing owls can be found in the Central Valley year 
round, typically inhabiting grasslands and other open habitats with low-lying vegetation. They are also known to 
nest and forage in idle agricultural fields, ruderal fields, and the edges of cultivated fields. Burrow availability is 
an essential component of suitable habitat. Burrowing owls can dig their own burrows in areas with soft soil, but 
they generally prefer to adopt those excavated by other animals, typically ground squirrels. In areas where 
burrows are scarce, they can use pipes, culverts, debris piles, and other artificial features. 

During the July 2010 survey, a pair of burrowing owls with fledglings was observed on state property along 
Newcastle Road to the west of the N. A. Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility. The CNDDB reports four 
burrowing owl occurrences within 2 miles of the project site; one of these is a 1987 observation of four burrowing 
owls along the banks of a drainage ditch at the north end of the NCYCC along Arch Road (CNDDB 2010). 

Ground squirrel burrows are present on the DeWitt Nelson project site in the areas around the existing buildings; 
however height of the existing ruderal vegetation within the perimeter of the fence would likely preclude 
burrowing owls from nesting in these areas. Burrows suitable for burrowing owls are also likely to occur on the 
perimeter of the agricultural fields present on the DeWitt Nelson project site. Burrowing owls are expected to 
forage in the agricultural areas of the DeWitt Nelson project site based on the presence of suitable habitat and 
their known occurrence in project vicinity. 

Based on the presence of suitable habitat and the close proximity of known occurrences in the vicinity, burrowing 
owls are expected to occur on the NCRF project site. Ground squirrel burrows are present in several areas of the 
NCRF project site including near the existing buildings inside the perimeter of the fence, in between the two 
perimeter fences, as well as in the ruderal areas surrounding the fence. The majority of NCRF site supports 
suitable foraging habitat for this species, however, the level of existing disturbance associated with maintenance, 
which includes discing the fields, limits the overall habitat quality. 
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Swainson’s Hawk 

Swainson’s hawk is state listed as threatened. Swainson’s hawks typically are found in California only during the 
breeding season (March–September) and generally begin to arrive in the Central Valley in March. Nesting 
territories are usually established by April, with incubation and rearing of young occurring through June. Nesting 
pairs frequently return to the same nest site for multiple years and decades. 

Swainson’s hawks most commonly occur in grasslands, low shrublands, and agricultural habitats that include 
large trees for nesting. Nests are found in riparian woodlands, roadside trees, trees along field borders, and 
isolated trees. Prey abundance and accessibility are the most important features determining the suitability of 
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat. Agricultural operations (e.g., mowing, flood irrigation) have a substantial 
influence on the accessibility of prey and thus create important foraging opportunities. Swainson’s hawks feed 
primarily on small rodents but also consume insects and birds. 

Numerous trees on the DeWitt Nelson project site provide potential Swainson’s hawk nesting sites, and ruderal 
areas and agricultural fields on the project site are considered suitable foraging habitat. No active Swainson’s 
hawk nests have been identified on the project site. Swainson’s hawks were observed soaring over the project site 
and interacting with a pair of white-tailed kites. Based on their behavior, the two species appeared to be defending 
nesting territories on or near the site. The CNDDB includes 12 Swainson’s hawk occurrences within 2 miles of 
the project site, including one on the project site near the stormwater retention basin in 2002 (CNDDB 2010). 

Trees near the administrative buildings in the northern portion of the NCRF project site are considered potential 
Swainson’s hawk nesting sites, and one large stick nest was observed during the reconnaissance survey, though it 
did not appear to be active. Ruderal and agricultural areas present on the remainder of the NCRF project site 
provide potential foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk. However, human activity associated with maintenance on 
the NCRF project site reduces the overall habitat quality of this site for Swainson’s hawks. 

White-tailed Kite and Northern Harrier 

White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) is fully protected (i.e., take is prohibited under Section 3511 the California 
Fish and Game Code) and northern harrier (Circus cyaneus) is a DFG species of special concern. White-tailed 
kites forage in grasslands and agricultural fields and nest in isolated trees or small woodland patches. Northern 
harriers typically nest in tall grass or marsh habitat and forage in similar habitats in addition to grasslands and 
agricultural fields. 

Suitable nesting and foraging habitat is present on the DeWitt Nelson project site, and a pair of white-tailed kites 
with two juveniles was detected near their nest tree in the eastern portion of the existing facility during the 
reconnaissance field survey on July 27, 2010. Suitable nesting and foraging habitat is also present on the NCRF 
project site, though consistent disturbance at this site may limit the potential for white-tailed kites to nest on this 
project site. 

Foraging habitat for northern harrier is present on the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF project sites, and a northern 
harrier was observed foraging on the eastern side of the existing DeWitt Nelson facility during the reconnaissance 
field survey in 2010. It is unlikely that this species would nest on either the DeWitt Nelson or the NCRF project 
site due to the low quality of potential nesting habitat present for this species. 

Loggerhead Shrike 

The loggerhead shrike is a California species of special concern that is present in California year round. 
Loggerhead shrikes nest in shrubs and small trees in shrublands and open woodlands and typically forage in 
grasslands and agricultural fields. Loggerhead shrikes could use agricultural fields and ruderal areas present on 
the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF project sites to forage. The trees and shrubs located on the project sites could 
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provide nesting sites for loggerhead shrikes, though the quality of the habitat present is considered low. There are 
no occurrence records for this species in the project vicinity. 

Tricolored Blackbird 

Tricolored blackbird is a California species of special concern. Tricolored blackbirds breed in dense colonies in 
freshwater marshes dominated by cattails or tules; Himalayan blackberry and other spiny vegetation is also used 
as nesting substrate. Wintering birds forage in grasslands and agricultural fields with low-growing vegetation and 
at dairies with feedlots, often forming large mixed flocks. San Joaquin County may provide important wintering 
habitat for tricolored blackbirds (San Joaquin County 2000: 2.2-52). 

The existing retention basin supports dense cattail and tule habitat providing low-quality breeding habitat for 
tricolored blackbirds. This species is not expected to use the basin for nesting because the emergent marsh 
vegetation occupies a relatively small area. Agricultural fields on the DeWitt Nelson site provide suitable foraging 
habitat. 

Agricultural fields located on the NCRF project site could provide foraging habitat for tricolored blackbirds; no 
breeding habitat is present. 

Pallid Bat 

Pallid bat is a California species of special concern. This species is locally common in low elevations throughout 
California. Pallid bats occupy a wide variety of habitats: grasslands, shrublands, woodlands, and forests from sea 
level up through mixed conifer forests. The species is most common in open, dry habitats with rocky areas for 
roosting. Day roosts for pallid bats are found in natural features such as trees, cliffs, caves, and rocky outcrops, 
and in human-made features such as barns, bridges, and attics (Sacramento County 2007: Appendix A). Little is 
known about suitable winter hibernation roosts. The CNDDB reports three occurrences of pallid bats within San 
Joaquin County. Although not expected, pallid bats could use vacant buildings on the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF 
project site at any time during the year if openings in the structures present an opportunity for the species to 
establish roosts.  

Sensitive Habitats 

Sensitive habitats are those identified as sensitive natural communities “rare and worthy of consideration” in the 
List of California Terrestrial Natural Communities Recognized by the CNDDB, as well as those subject to U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) jurisdiction under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 1602 
of the California Fish and Game Code, and the state’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, which protects 
waters of the state. Sensitive habitats are of special concern because they have high potential to support special-
status plant and animal species. Sensitive habitats can also provide other important ecological functions, such as 
enhancing flood and erosion control and maintaining water quality. 

The majority of the DeWitt Nelson project site consists of existing correctional facilities and agricultural fields 
and does not support any sensitive habitat. The existing stormwater retention basin contains wetland habitat that 
could be considered a jurisdictional water of the United States under Section 404 of the CWA and a sensitive 
habitat by DFG. A formal delineation of waters of the United States, including wetlands, has not been prepared 
for the stormwater retention basin; however, an AECOM biologist surveyed the basin on September 2, 2008, and 
marked the potential jurisdictional limit of the wetland. The location of this boundary was based on the 
dominance of vegetation that is considered hydrophytic (i.e., consisting of plant species that are typically adapted 
to saturated soils resulting from periodic inundation or saturation by surface water or groundwater). 

The NCRF project site consists of existing correctional facilities, ruderal areas, and agricultural fields and does 
not support any sensitive habitat. 
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4.2.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

FEDERAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

Federal Endangered Species Act 

Under the federal ESA, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has regulatory authority over federally listed 
species. Under the ESA, a permit to “take” a listed species is required for any federal action that may harm an 
individual of that species. Take is defined under ESA Section 9 as “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, 
kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.” Under federal regulation, take is 
further defined to include habitat modification or degradation where it would be expected to result in death or 
injury to listed wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding, or 
sheltering. ESA Section 7 outlines procedures for cooperation between federal agencies to conserve federally 
listed species and designated critical habitat. Section 7(a)(2) requires federal agencies to consult with USFWS to 
ensure that they are not undertaking, funding, permitting, or authorizing actions likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of listed species. For projects where federal action is not involved and take of a listed species may 
occur, the project proponent may seek to obtain an incidental take permit under ESA Section 10(a). Section 10(a) 
allows USFWS to permit the incidental take of listed species if such take is accompanied by a habitat 
conservation plan (HCP) that includes components to minimize and mitigate impacts associated with the take. 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 

Section 404 of the CWA requires a project applicant to obtain a permit from USACE before engaging in any 
activity that involves any discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including 
wetlands. Waters of the United States include navigable waters of the United States; interstate waters; all other 
waters where the use, degradation, or destruction of the waters could affect interstate or foreign commerce; and 
relatively permanent tributaries to any of these waters. Wetlands are defined as those areas that are inundated or 
saturated by surface water or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal 
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. 
Potentially jurisdictional wetlands must meet three wetland delineation criteria: hydrophytic vegetation, hydric 
soil types, and wetland hydrology. Wetlands that meet the delineation criteria may be jurisdictional under Section 
404 of the CWA pending review by USACE and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act 

CWA Section 401(a)(1) requires an applicant for a federal license or permit to conduct an activity that may result 
in a discharge into navigable waters to provide the federal licensing or permitting agency with a certification that 
the discharge will not violate state water quality standards. California’s regional water quality control boards 
(RWQCBs) administer the Section 401 program and prescribe measures for projects as necessary to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate adverse impacts on water quality and ecosystems. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (Title 16, Sections 703–712 of the U.S. Code [16 USC§703–712], first 
enacted in 1918, implements domestically a series of treaties between the United States and Great Britain 
(on behalf of Canada), Mexico, Japan, and the former Soviet Union that provide for international protection of 
migratory birds. The MBTA authorizes the U.S. Secretary of the Interior to regulate the taking of migratory birds; 
the act provides that it shall be unlawful, except as permitted by regulations, “to pursue, take, or kill any 
migratory bird, or any part, nest or egg of any such bird…” (16 USC§703). This prohibition includes both direct 
and indirect acts, although harassment and habitat modification are not included unless they result in direct loss of 
birds, nests, or eggs. The current list of species protected by the MBTA includes several hundred species and 
essentially includes all native birds. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

California Endangered Species Act 

Pursuant to the CESA and Section 2081 of the California Fish and Game Code, a permit from DFG is required for 
projects that could result in the take of a state-listed threatened or endangered species. Under the CESA, the 
definition of “take” is understood to apply to an activity that would directly kill or indirectly result in the death of 
an individual of a species, but the definition under the CESA does not include “harm” or “harass,” as the 
definition under the federal ESA does. As a result, the CESA threshold for a take is typically higher than the ESA 
threshold. Project proponents can obtain authorization for take of state-listed species through a consistency 
determination under Section 2080.1 of the California Fish and Game Code or a Section 2081 incidental-take 
permit. 

California Fish and Game Code 

Fully Protected Species 

Protection of fully protected species is described in Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515 of the California Fish 
and Game Code. These statutes prohibit take or possession of fully protected species and do not provide for 
authorization of incidental take. 

Protection for Bird Nests and Raptors 

Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly 
destroy the nest or eggs of any bird. Section 3503.5 specifically states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or 
destroy any raptors (e.g., hawks, owls, eagles, and falcons), including their nests or eggs. 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

Under Section 401 of the CWA, an applicant for a Section 404 permit must obtain a certificate from the 
appropriate state agency stating that the intended dredging or filling activity is consistent with the state’s water 
quality standards and criteria. In California, the authority to grant water quality certification is delegated by the 
State Water Resources Control Board to the nine RWQCBs. Each of the nine RWQCBs must prepare and 
periodically update a basin plan for water quality control in accordance with the Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act. Each basin plan establishes water quality standards for surface water and groundwater and specifies 
actions to control nonpoint and point sources of pollution. These actions are intended to achieve and maintain the 
basin plan’s water quality standards. 

Basin plans represent an opportunity to protect wetlands by establishing water quality objectives. Under the 
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, wetlands and drainages that are considered waters of the United States 
by USACE are also often classified as waters of the state. More recently, the appropriate RWQCB has also 
generally taken jurisdiction over “waters of the state” that are not subject to USACE jurisdiction under the federal 
CWA, in cases where USACE has determined that certain features do not fall under its jurisdiction. Mitigation 
typically must require no net loss of wetlands functions and values of waters of the state pursuant to Executive 
Order W-59-93, “State Wetland Conservation Policy.” 

LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND ORDINANCES 

San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan 

As stated in the SJMSCP (San Joaquin County 2000:1), the key purpose of the plan is to provide a strategy for 
balancing the need to develop and conserve open space: 
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…while protecting the region’s agricultural economy; preserving landowner property rights; 
providing for the long-term management of [special-status] plant, fish, and wildlife species; 
providing and maintaining multiple-use Open Spaces which contribute to the quality of life of the 
residents of San Joaquin County; and accommodating a growing population while minimizing 
costs to Project Proponents and society at large. 

The SJMSCP covers 97 special-status plant, fish, and wildlife species in 52 vegetative communities scattered 
throughout San Joaquin County. The plan provides comprehensive mitigation, in compliance with federal, state, 
and local regulations, for impacts of SJMSCP-permitted activities on these species. USFWS and DFG participated 
in development of the SJMSCP, approved the mitigation, and agreed to issue incidental-take permits for species 
and activities covered by the SJMSCP. Therefore, participation in the SJMSCP permits activities that result in or 
may result in incidental take of covered federally listed or state-listed species, as well as other covered nonlisted 
sensitive species, that may otherwise require a federal or state incidental-take authorization. The SJMSCP aims to 
minimize potential take by requiring that project proponents implement take avoidance and minimization 
measures and compensate for incidental take and loss of habitat by paying fees (or making in-lieu land 
dedications) for conversion of open space. The SJMSCP Joint Powers Authority will determine the fee amount to 
be paid based on the acreage of disturbance by habitat type converted as a result of a project. The value per acre is 
adjusted for inflation annually by the SJMSCP Joint Powers Authority and the total amount is paid prior to site 
preparation activities. These fees are to be used to preserve and create natural habitats to be managed in perpetuity 
through the establishment of habitat preserves. Participation in the SJMSCP is voluntary for local jurisdictions 
and project proponents, but participation provides a potential option for streamlining mitigation. 

San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 

The following policies in the Resources section of the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 address protection 
of biological resources in San Joaquin County. 

► Policy 1. Resources of significant biological and ecological importance in San Joaquin County shall be 
protected. These include wetlands; riparian areas; rare, threatened and endangered species and their habitats 
as well as potentially rare or commercially important species; vernal pools; significant oak groves and 
heritage trees. 

► Policy 2. No public action shall significantly diminish the wildlife and vegetative resources of the County; 
cumulatively significant impacts shall be avoided. 

It should be noted that CDCR, as a state agency, is a sovereign entity and is not subject to local plans and policy 
regulations. Nonetheless, the relevant local plans and policies are presented above to inform CDCR decision-
makers. 

City of Stockton General Plan 2035 

The following goal and policies in the City of Stockton General Plan 2035 relating to biological resources are 
relevant to the proposed projects. 

Natural and Cultural Resources 

► Goal NCR-2: To preserve and protect sensitive habitats and species in the Planning Area and the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. 

• Policy NCR-2.1: Protect Sensitive Habitats. The City shall support preservation, restoration, and 
enhancement of habitats of State or Federally-listed rare, threatened, endangered and/or other sensitive 
and special status species. 
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• Policy NCR-2.6. New Development in Sensitive Areas. The City shall require careful planning of new 
development in areas that are known to have particular value for biological resources to maintain 
sensitive vegetation and wildlife habitat. 

• NCR-2.10. Wetland Resources. The City shall require that a wetland delineation be prepared using the 
protocol defined by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. On development sites with the potential to contain 
wetland resources, a report on the findings of this survey shall be submitted to the City as part of the 
application process. 

• Policy NCR-2-12: Requirements for Biological Studies. On sites that have the potential to contain 
critical or sensitive habitats or special-status species or are within 200 feet of such areas, the City shall 
require the project applicant to have the site surveyed by a qualified biologist. A report on the findings of 
this survey shall be submitted to the City as part of the application process. 

Statewide Electrified Fence Project Habitat Conservation Plan 

The proposed project includes lethal electrified fences similar to those found at state prisons throughout 
California. After a prototype fence at Calipatria State Prison in Imperial County became operational in 1993, 
CDCR personnel found that unanticipated accidental wildlife electrocutions had occurred. To address this 
unexpected effect, CDCR consulted with DFG and USFWS. Based on this consultation, CDCR determined that a 
statewide EIR was needed to assess impacts on wildlife resulting from operation of the lethal electrified fences at 
25 existing state prisons and four future planned facilities and to identify feasible mitigation measures. CEQA 
documents prepared for the Statewide Electrified Fence Project include CEQA documents prepared for the 
Statewide Electrified Fence Project include the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), Statewide Electrified 
Fence Project (CDC 1996); Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), Statewide Electrified Fence Project 
(CDC 1997); and FEIR Addendum, Statewide Electrified Fence Project (CDC 1999). These documents are 
formally incorporated by reference in this DEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15150. Copies of these 
documents are available at CDCR. The latter document changed the project to only include 27 facilities because 
CDCR decided not to proceed with construction of two of the unbuilt facilities. 

Impacts of the electrified fence on species protected by ESA, CESA, and MBTA were evaluated further in 1999 
when CDCR prepared an HCP for the Statewide Electrified Fence Program. USFWS and CDFG issued threatened 
and endangered species take permits covering 62 wildlife species to CDCR for the 27 prisons in the project on 
June 12, 2002. The permits expire in 2052. The Statewide Electrified Fence Program’s HCP covers mortality of 
ESA-, CESA-, and MBTA-protected species caused by electrocution on the lethal electrified fence. 

The former Northern California Women’s Facility (NCWF) is one of the 27 facilities covered by the Statewide 
Electrified Fence Program’s HCP. The lethal electrified fence was not constructed for the former NCWF project. 
The proposed NCRF project is located at the NCWF site and would qualify for coverage under the Statewide 
Electrified Fence Program’s HCP. The proposed lethal electrified fence at the DeWitt Nelson project site is not 
covered under the HCP. 

The approved HCP for the Statewide Electrified Fence Program includes numerous mitigation measures designed 
to minimize use by wildlife of the areas nearest the lethal electrified fences and to deter wildlife from making 
contact with the lethal electrified fences. An extensive feasibility evaluation was conducted over several years by 
CDCR to determine which mitigation measures were biologically effective, cost effective, and viable based on 
weather, security, maintenance, and operational issues. Mitigation in the HCP was organized and implemented in 
three tiers. Tier 1 includes operational measures designed to modify or remove habitat or other attractants to 
wildlife from the secured perimeter area of each prison. Tier 2 involves installing exclusion and deterrent devices 
on the lethal electrified fences and in the perimeters. Tier 3 includes a compensation package designed to offset 
the residual loss of wildlife resources at each prison as a result of electrocution risks that remain even after Tiers 1 
and 2 have been implemented. The plan also includes a wildlife mortality monitoring program. In this program a 
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qualified biologist visits each institution that has an operational lethal electrified fence 3 times per year and 
identifies carcasses of animals collected from the perimeter of the lethal electrified fence by CDCR staff and 
inspects compliance with Tier 1 and Tier 2 measures. 

Operation of the lethal electrified fences has been monitored intensively and regularly, in coordination with 
USFWS and DFG, since 1993. No endangered or threatened species have been electrocuted by any of CDCR’s 
fences. Because of this record, and supported by biological analyses in the locations of these facilities, CDCR 
constructed lethal electrified fences around four additional facilities not covered by the HCP (after consultation 
with USFWS and DFG). CDCR has implemented the same three-tier mitigation approach and the same intensive 
monitoring at these additional prisons as was implemented with the 27 facilities (26 operational fences) covered 
by the HCP. No take of endangered species has occurred at the facilities not covered by the HCP. 

4.2.3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECTS 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

In accordance with Appendix G and Section 15065 of the State CEQA Guidelines, an impact of the proposed 
projects on biological resources would be considered significant if project implementation would: 

► have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by DFG or 
USFWS; 

► have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in 
local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by DFG or USFWS; 

► have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected waters of the United States, including wetlands, as 
defined by Section 404 of the CWA through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means; 

► interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites; 

► conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance; 

► conflict with the provisions of an adopted HCP, natural community conservation plan, or other approved 
state, regional, or local HCP; or 

► substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or substantially reduce the number 
or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species. 

METHODOLOGY 

The potential impacts to biological resources from the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson sites were evaluated using the 
above mentioned thresholds. Because no special-status plants are expected to occur on the project sites, they are 
not discussed further. Impacts on wildlife movement are also not addressed below. Project implementation is not 
expected to interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory wildlife species because 
the project sites are located within a larger developed area, NCYCC. The surrounding land use is primarily 
agricultural fields, which would continue to provide movement opportunities for terrestrial wildlife species. 
Implementation of the proposed projects would not conflict with the conservation strategy outlined in the 
SJMSCP. The SJMSCP is a voluntary HCP that covers the project sites and provides comprehensive mitigation, 
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in compliance with federal, state, and local regulations, for impacts on species covered by the plan. As described 
below, CDCR intends to mitigate impacts for SJMSCP-covered species as a third-party participant. 

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.2-1: Impacts to Giant Garter Snake and Northwestern Pond Turtle. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Construction of the new stormwater retention basin would remove approximately 4.5 acres of marginal upland 
habitat adjacent to Littlejohns creek that may be used by giant garter snake and northwestern pond turtle. Giant 
garter snakes use areas adjacent to their aquatic habitat for basking and for cover, and they overwinter in upland 
burrows. Typically, during their active season giant garter snakes will remain within a few hundred feet of aquatic 
habitat, however they can move over 800 feet in a day. Northwestern pond turtles nest in upland areas typically 
within 400 feet of aquatic habitat. Although Littlejohns Creek is identified as potential habitat for giant garter 
snake in the SJMSCP, the potential for this species to be affected by project construction is considered low 
because of the marginal habitat quality of the upland area that would be affected by the project. The potential for 
the project to result in significant impacts to northwestern pond turtle is also considered low. The project would 
not remove important habitat for either species, and construction of an additional retention basin may result in 
additional aquatic habitat available for these species. However, the potential for injury or harm of giant garter 
snake and northwestern pond turtle during construction of the new retention basin cannot be entirely dismissed. 

Disturbances and loss of up to 4.5 acres of upland habitat associated with construction of the new stormwater retention basin 
at the DeWitt Nelson site could result in injury or mortality of giant garter snakes and northwestern pond turtles. This would be 
a potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.2-1a) 

Mitigation Measure to Impact 4.2-1a 

Consistent with the process outlined and encouraged by the San Joaquin Council of Governments 
(SJCOG) for the CHCF project, prior to the site preparation activities, CDCR will request concurrence 
from the SJMSCP Joint Powers Authority (JPA) that the DeWitt Nelson project site qualifies for third- 
party participation in the SJMSCP because the project is consistent with permitted activities as defined in 
SJMSCP Section 8.2.2.c, “Major Impact Projects.” Upon receipt of the concurrence letter, CDCR will 
pay the Natural Lands and Agricultural Habitat Lands Fee (adjusted for inflation annually by the Joint 
Powers Authority) as defined in SJMSCP Section 7.4.1.2, “Agricultural Habitat Lands, Non-Vernal Pool 
Natural Lands, and Multipurpose Open Space Lands.” Fees will be paid as compensation for permanent 
loss of habitat for not only giant garter snake but also all other species covered under the SJMSCP, which 
would include raptor species such as Swainson’s hawk. Compensation ratios differ by the type of land, as 
defined in the SJMSCP (i.e., Agricultural Habitat Lands and Natural Lands, or Multipurpose Open Space 
Lands), that will be permanently lost as a result of the project. The SJMSCP Joint Powers Authority will 
determine the fee amount to be paid based on the acreage of disturbance per habitat type. Final acreage 
calculations will be determined following final design of the proposed project, however it is anticipated to 
be approximately 4.5 acres.  Additional disturbances to upland habitat for giant garter snake and 
northwest pond turtle could occur during the construction phase of the DeWitt Nelson project. Therefore, 
the following avoidance and minimization measures will also be implemented.  

► Giant Garter Snake. Consistent with the avoidance and minimization measures in the SJMSCP, 
CDCR will implement the following measures to reduce impacts on giant garter snake. Construction 
will occur during the active period for the snake, between May 1 and October 1. Between October 2 
and April 30, the JPA, with concurrence of the Permitting Agencies’ representatives on the Technical 
Advisory Committee (TAC), will determine if additional measures are necessary to minimize and 
avoid take. 



NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects  CDCR 
DEIR 4.2-17 Biological Resources 

► Limit vegetation clearing within 200 feet of the banks of potential giant garter snake aquatic habitat 
(i.e., Littlejohns Creek) to the minimal area necessary. 

► Confine the movement of heavy equipment within 200 feet of the banks of potential giant garter 
snake habitat to existing roadways to minimize habitat disturbance. 

► Prior to ground disturbance, CDCR’s mitigation monitor representative or other appropriate 
representative shall provide all on-site construction personnel instruction regarding the presence of 
the SJMSCP Covered Species and the importance of avoiding impacts to these species and their 
habitats. 

► In areas where wetlands, irrigation ditches, marsh areas, or other potential giant garter snake habitats 
are being retained on the site:  

• Install temporary fencing at the edge of the construction area and the adjacent wetland, marsh, or 
ditch; 

• Restrict working areas, spoils and equipment storage and other project activities to areas outside 
of marshes, wetlands, and ditches; and  

• Maintain water quality and limit construction runoff into wetland areas through the use of hay 
bales, filter fences, vegetative buffer strips, to other accepted equivalents. 

► CDCR’s mitigation monitor representative or other appropriate representative shall arrange pre-
construction surveys for giant garter snake (conducted after completion of environmental reviews and 
prior to ground disturbance) will occur within 24 hours of ground disturbance. 

► Other provision of the USFWS Standard Avoidance and Minimization Measures during Construction 
in Giant Garter Snake Habitat will be implemented (excluding programmatic mitigation ratios which 
are superseded by the SJMSCP’s mitigation ratios). 

► Northwestern Pond Turtle. Consistent with the avoidance and minimization measures in the 
SJMSCP, CDCR will implement the following measures to reduce impacts on northwestern pond 
turtle. All mitigation listed below will be limited to construction within 200 feet of potential aquatic 
habitat. 

► CDCR’s mitigation monitor representative or other appropriate representative shall secure a qualified 
biologist to conduct a preconstruction survey for northwestern pond turtle within 24 hours before 
ground-disturbing activities. If pond turtles are found within the construction area, they will be 
relocated by the biologist to adjacent habitat that would not be disturbed by construction activity. 

► If nesting areas for pond turtles are identified on the project site, then a buffer area of 300 feet will be 
established between the nesting site and the nearest aquatic habitat during the nesting period (April–
November). These buffers will be indicated by temporary fencing if construction has begun or will 
begin before nesting periods are ended (the period from egg laying to emergence of hatchlings is 
normally April–November). 

Significance after Mitigation 

By restricting timing of ground disturbance within 200 feet of aquatic habitat to the giant garter snake’s active 
season, surveying areas to be disturbed for garter snakes and pond turtles before earthmoving begins, and 
payment of mitigation fees to the SJMSCP Joint Powers Authority for disturbance to potential habitat, the 
mitigation measures for Impact 4.2-1a would minimize the potential for injury and mortality to these species. As a 
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result, the project’s impacts on giant garter snake and northwestern pond turtle would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. 

NCRF Only 

No suitable habitat for giant garter snake or northwestern pond turtle occurs on or adjacent to the NCRF project site. There 
would be no impact to giant garter snake or northwestern pond turtle. (Impact 4.2-1b)  

Mitigation Measure (s) 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

The combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would include the construction of a new stormwater retention 
basin, but this is associated only with the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. As discussed above in Impact 4.2-1a, 
construction of the new retention basin would cause disturbances to and permanent loss of up to 4.5 acres of 
upland habitat that may be used by giant garter snake and/or northwestern pond turtle. However, construction of 
the new stormwater retention basin may also increase the amount of available aquatic habitat for these species. 
Nonetheless, the potential for injury or harm to giant garter snake and northwestern pond turtle as a result of 
project construction in the upland areas near Littlejohns Creek cannot be dismissed. No suitable habitat for giant 
garter snake or northwestern pond turtle exists on the NCRF project site. Therefore, there would be no impact to 
these species resulting from implementation of the NCRF project. 

Disturbances and loss of marginal upland habitat associated with construction on the new stormwater retention basin in the 
area adjacent to Littlejohns Creek resulting from implementation of the combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects could 
result in injury, or mortality of giant garter snakes and northwestern pond turtles. This would be a potentially significant 
impact. (Impact 4.2-1c) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-1c 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-1a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

By restricting timing of ground disturbance within 200 feet of aquatic habitat to the giant garter snake’s active 
season, surveying areas to be disturbed for garter snakes and pond turtles before earthmoving begins, and 
payment of mitigation fees to the SJMSCP Joint Powers Authority for disturbance to potential habitat, the 
mitigation measures for Impact 4.2-1a would minimize the potential for injury and mortality to these species. As a 
result, the project’s impacts on giant garter snake and northwestern pond turtle would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. 

Impact 4.2-2: Impacts to Raptors 

Dewitt Nelson Only 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in the removal of all trees that could provide nesting 
sites for Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, and common raptors such as red-shouldered hawk, red-tailed hawk, 
great horned owl, and America kestrel that are protected under Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game 
Code as well as other laws. Project implementation could result in the loss of habitat for burrowing owls along 
with active and/or nesting burrows, because suitable habitat for burrowing owl occurs along the edges of 
agricultural fields and ruderal weedy fields on the project site and occupied burrows are known to occur nearby. 
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Several raptor species could nest on the project site. At the time of the July 27, 2010, reconnaissance field survey, 
a pair of white-tailed kites was observed with 2 juveniles near the trees in the eastern portion of the existing 
DeWitt Nelson facility. Large amounts of white wash could be seen on the leaves of one of the trees, which could 
be indicative of the nesting site for this pair. In addition, large stick nests were observed on the lighting platforms 
present around the track in the center of the existing DeWitt Nelson facility. No active Swainson’s hawk nests 
were observed on the project site, but a pair of Swainson’s hawks was observed interacting with the white-tailed 
kites and another was observed soaring over the project site during the field reconnaissance survey. Should trees 
be removed during the raptor breeding season (February–August), mortality of eggs and chicks would result if an 
active nest were present. In addition, project construction could disturb active nests near the project site, which 
could result in nest abandonment by the adults and mortality of chicks and eggs. The loss of an active raptor nest 
would be considered a significant impact. 

The project would also result in removal of potential foraging habitat for raptors. The areas affected would 
include land that is currently covered by ruderal vegetation and agricultural fields, and located primarily in the 
southern and eastern portions of the DeWitt Nelson site. Approximately 21.5 acres of potential Swainson’s hawk 
foraging habitat would be permanently removed. This loss of habitat would be confined to small areas supporting 
mostly low-quality foraging habitat. Temporary disturbance or loss of habitat may also occur as a result of 
construction on approximately 80 acres of the project site. The loss of foraging habitat is considered less than 
significant because the quality of the foraging habitat that would be affected is considered low, and because 
higher quality foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk and other raptor species is present in areas adjacent to the 
DeWitt Nelson site. Therefore, the minimal loss of foraging habitat associated with implementation of the 
proposed project is not expected to have a substantial adverse effect on any raptor species. 

The loss of nesting and foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk and other raptor species, including burrowing owl and white-
tailed kite, would occur as a result of implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project, but would not result in a substantial 
adverse affect due to its low quality and the presence of additional higher quality habitat nearby. Project construction may 
disturb nesting raptor species located on or near the project site resulting in nest abandonment by adult birds and 
abandonment of chicks and eggs causing mortality. The potential loss of an active raptor nest would be considered a 
potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.2-2a) 

Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.2-2a 

As described above in Mitigation Measure 4.1-2a, prior to the ground disturbing activities third-party 
participation in the SJMSCP will be requested and the fees paid. The amount of nesting habitat required 
to be removed from the project site will be determined from final site plans, and the SJMSCP Joint 
Powers Authority will determine the total amount of the fees to be paid based on the acreage of 
disturbance.  

In addition, the following avoidance and minimization measures for Swainson’s hawk and other tree-
nesting raptors and burrowing owl will be implemented. 

Swainson’s hawk and Other Tree-Nesting Raptors. Consistent with the avoidance and minimization 
measures in the SJMSCP, CDCR will implement the following measures to reduce impacts on 
Swainson’s hawk and other tree-nesting raptors: 

► If trees and floodlights are removed or otherwise disturbed between September 1 and February 15, 
(i.e. outside breeding season), then no further mitigation will be required. 

► If trees and floodlights are removed or otherwise disturbed between February 16 and August 31, then 
a qualified biologist will be retained to conduct preconstruction surveys for active raptor nests on and 
within 0.5 mile of the project site no more than 14 days and no less than 7 days before tree and 
floodlight disturbance activities. Surveys for Swainson’s hawks will follow the guidelines provided in 
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the Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in the Central 
Valley (DFG 2000). If no active nests are found, then no further mitigation will be required. 

► If active nests are found, the qualified biologist will establish a buffer around the tree or floodlight 
where the active nest is located. No project activity will commence within the buffer area until the 
qualified biologist confirms that the nest is no longer active or that the young have fully fledged. 
For Swainson’s hawk nests, DFG guidelines recommend implementation of 0.25- or 0.5-mile buffers, 
but the size of the buffer may be adjusted if a qualified biologist and DFG determine that it would not 
be likely to adversely affect the nest. Monitoring of the nest by a qualified biologist may be required 
if the activity has potential to adversely affect the nest. 

Burrowing Owl. Consistent with the avoidance and minimization measures in the SJMSCP, CDCR will 
implement the following measures to reduce impacts on burrowing owl: 

► In order to discourage burrowing owl occupation of the project site prior to construction, CDCR will 
first discourage use of the project site by ground squirrels, whose burrows are often used by 
burrowing owls, through the following methods: 

• CDCR will maintain the project site in a condition that prevents the establishment of ground 
squirrel and burrowing owl occupation of the project site (e.g., hand shoveling during non-nesting 
season). 

• Alternatively, if burrowing owls are not known on the project site and the area is an unlikely 
occupation site for red-legged frog, San Joaquin kit fox, or California tiger salamander. CDCR 
may disc or plow the entire project site to destroy any burrows. At the same time burrows are 
destroyed, ground squirrels should be removed through one of the approved methods described in 
Appendix A of the SJMSCP, Protecting Endangered Species, Interim Measures for Use of 
Pesticides in San Joaquin County, dated March 2000.  

► If measures described above are not attempted or fail, the following measures will be implemented. 
These measures are consistent with procedures outlined in the California Department of Fish and 
Game’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owls (DFG 1995). 

• CDCR will retain a qualified biologist to conduct focused surveys for burrowing owls in areas of 
suitable habitat on and within 250 feet of the project site. Surveys will be conducted before 
project activity and in accordance with DFG protocol (DFG 1995). 

• If no occupied burrows are found in the survey area, a letter report documenting survey methods 
and findings will be submitted to DFG, and no further mitigation is necessary. If occupied 
burrows are found, to the extent feasible, establish a buffer of 165 feet around the occupied 
burrow during the nonbreeding season (September 1–January 31) or 250 feet during the breeding 
season (February 1–August 31). The size of the buffer area may be adjusted if a qualified 
biologist determines consistent with DFG Guidelines, that adjusting the buffer size would not be 
likely to have adverse effects. No project activity will commence within the buffer area until a 
qualified biologist confirms that the burrow is no longer occupied. If the burrow is occupied by a 
nesting pair, a minimum of 6.5 acres of foraging habitat contiguous to the burrow will be 
preserved (fenced off with temporary fencing) until the breeding season is over. 

• If occupied burrows cannot be avoided, during the non-breeding season conduct on-site passive 
relocation techniques, pursuant to DFG guidelines, to encourage owls to move to alternative 
burrows outside of the impact area. No burrows found by the survey to be occupied will be 
disturbed during the breeding season. 
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Significance after Mitigation 

With the implementation of avoidance measures, nest surveys, and the payment of any necessary fees to the 
SJMSCP Joint Powers Authority as described in the mitigation measures for Impact 4.2-2a, direct effects on 
nesting raptors would be minimized and loss of nesting habitat would be compensated. Thus, direct and indirect 
impacts on raptor species would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

NCRF Only 

Implementation of the NCRF project could result in the removal of landscaping trees existing near the 
administrative buildings and potentially along Arch Road that could provide nesting sites for Swainson’s hawk, 
white-tailed kite, and common raptors such as red-shouldered hawk, red-tailed hawk, great horned owl, and 
America kestrel that are protected under Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code, as well as other 
laws. Project implementation could result in the loss of habitat for burrowing owls along with active and/or 
nesting burrows, because suitable habitat for burrowing owl occurs along the edges of agricultural fields and 
ruderal weedy fields on the project site and occupied burrows are known to occur nearby. 

A potentially active raptor stick nest was observed during reconnaissance field surveys in a large eucalyptus tree 
in the eastern portion of the NCRF site. No other large stick nests were observed in the trees located on the project 
site. An American kestrel was observed on the project site during the reconnaissance field survey conducted July 
27, 2010. Two dead red-tailed hawks were found under the power lines along the NCRF perimeter fence. 
No active Swainson’s hawk or white-tailed kite nests were observed on the project site. If trees need to be 
removed during the raptor breeding season (February–August), mortality of eggs and chicks could result if an 
active nest is present. The portions of the NCRF site that are currently ruderal and disked could provide 
approximately 60 acres of potential foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawks and other raptors that could be 
temporarily affected during construction. Temporary disturbances may also occur in other portions of the site 
where foraging habitat exists for these species. However, the quality of foraging and nesting habitat present on the 
project site is considered low, and additional, higher quality habitat for Swainson’s hawk and other raptor species 
is present in areas immediately adjacent to the project site and in the surrounding area. Therefore, the temporary 
loss of habitat associated with implementation of the NCRF project is not expected to have a substantial adverse 
effect on any raptor species. 

The loss of nesting and foraging habitat for raptor species including burrowing owl would occur as a result of implementation 
of the NCRF project. However, foraging and nesting habitat on the project site is of low quality, and higher quality habitat 
exists immediately adjacent to the project site and in the surrounding area. In addition, any loss of foraging habitat would be 
temporary. Thus, the loss of foraging habitat associated with implementation of the proposed NCRF project would not have a 
substantial adverse effect. However, project construction may disturb nesting raptor species on or near the project site should 
an active nest become established, resulting in nest abandonment by adult birds and of chicks and eggs causing mortality. 
This would be a potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.2-2b) 

Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.2-2b 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-2a. However, as stated in Mitigation Measure 
4.2-1a referenced in Mitigation Measure 4.2-2a the SJMSCP Joint Powers Authority will determine the 
fee amount to be paid based on the acreage of disturbance, but for the NCRF project, the total acreage 
amount could be up to 2 acres. 

Significance after Mitigation 

With the implementation of avoidance measures, nest surveys, and the payment of any necessary fees to the 
SJMSCP Joint Powers Authority as described in the mitigation measures for Impact 4.2-a, direct effects on 
nesting raptors would be minimized and loss of nesting habitat would be compensated. Thus, direct and indirect 
impacts on raptor species would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
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Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

The combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would include the removal of nesting and foraging habitat for a 
number of raptor species, including Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl, and white-tailed kite. 

As described above, all trees located within or immediately adjacent to the perimeter fence of the DeWitt Nelson 
facility may be removed as a result of this project. Trees located near the administrative buildings on the NCRF 
site may also be removed. Some of these large trees may provide nest sites for a number of raptor species known 
to occur on or near the project site. Nesting habitat for burrowing owl and foraging habitat for other raptor species 
will also be removed with the addition of new facilities. Temporary disturbances to these habitats may also occur 
as a result of construction activities on the project site. 

The permanent loss of nesting and foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk and other raptor species including burrowing owl and 
white-tailed kite would occur as a result of implementation of the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects. Project 
construction may disturb nesting raptor species located on or near the project site resulting in nest abandonment by adult 
birds and abandonment of chicks and eggs causing mortality. This would be a potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.2-2c) 

Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.2-2c 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-2a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

With the implementation of avoidance measures, nest surveys, and the payment of any necessary fees to the 
SJMSCP Joint Powers Authority as described in the mitigation measures for Impact 4.2-1a, direct effects on 
nesting raptors would be minimized and loss of nesting habitat would be compensated. Thus, direct and indirect 
impacts on raptor species would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact 4.2-3: Injury or Mortality of Special-Status Bat Species. 

Dewitt Nelson Only 

Numerous vacant buildings on the DeWitt Nelson site could provide day roosts, maternity colony roosts, and/or 
hibernation roosts for pallid bat, a California species of special concern that is not a species covered by the 
SJMSCP. This species could be present at any time during the year. Pallid bats are common in the lower 
elevations throughout California and have been documented in San Joaquin County. Pallid bats are known to 
roost in abandoned or little-used structures in wall sections, behind fascia, in spaces between vaulted interior 
ceiling and roofing materials, and in similar enclosed spaces (Sacramento County 2007: Appendix A). Generally, 
the buildings located on the DeWitt Nelson project site do not provide high-quality roosting habitat for pallid bat 
due to their concrete block construction. However, air vents and open windows do provide access to building 
interiors and bats may find internal conditions suitable for roosting. Buildings on the project site would either be 
demolished or renovated, which could result in the disturbance of roosting bats. Based on the existing structure 
and condition of the buildings on the DeWitt Nelson project site, the potential for roosting pallid bats to occur is 
low. However, should any of these buildings support an active roost of pallid bats, injury or harm to bats may 
occur from direct physical injury to individuals during renovation or demolition activities or by loss of individuals 
due to untimely roost abandonment as a result of project activities (i.e, mortality to abandoned juveniles during 
the breeding season, or adults if forced to arouse and abandon a winter hibernacula when adequate food sources 
are unavailable).  

Disturbance to roosting bats due to rehabilitation and/or demolition to buildings on the DeWitt Nelson project site could result 
in injury, or mortality of pallid bats. This would be a potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.2-4a) 
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Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.2-3a 

Prior to construction, surveys for roosting bats on the project site will be conducted by a qualified 
biologist. Surveys may consist of a daytime pedestrian survey looking for evidence of bat use (e.g., 
guano) and/or an evening emergence survey to note the presence or absence of bats. The type of survey 
will depend on the condition of the buildings at the time of demolition. If no bat roosts are found, then no 
further study is required. If evidence of bat use is observed, the number and species of bats using the roost 
will be determined. Bat detectors may be used to supplement survey efforts, but are not required. 

If roosts of pallid bats are determined to be present and must be removed, the bats will be excluded from 
the roosting site before the facility is removed. A mitigation program addressing compensation, exclusion 
methods, and roost removal procedures will be developed in consultation with DFG before 
implementation. Exclusion methods may include use of one-way doors at roost entrances (bats may leave 
but not reenter), or sealing roost entrances when the site can be confirmed to contain no bats. Exclusion 
efforts may be restricted during periods of sensitive activity (e.g., during hibernation or while females in 
maternity colonies are nursing young). The loss of each roost (if any) may need to be replaced, However, 
the need for roost replacement will be based on a number of factors (i.e., size of colony, evidence of 
significant use, etc) and will be determined in consultation with DFG. Should it be determined that roost 
replacement is necessary, the ratio of roost replacement would also be determined in consultation with 
DFG, and may include construction and installation of bat boxes suitable to the bat species and colony 
size excluded from the original roosting site. Roost replacement will be implemented before bats are 
excluded from the original roost sites. Once the replacement roosts are constructed and it is confirmed 
that bats are not present in the original roost site, the building may be removed or renovated. 

Significance after Mitigation 

By ensuring absence of pallid bats from potential roosts before demolition and replacing lost roost sites, the 
mitigation measure for Impact 4.2-3a would minimize impacts on pallid bats. As a result, the project’s impacts on 
pallid bats would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

NCRF Only 

Similar to the DeWitt Nelson site, numerous buildings exist on the NCRF project site that could provide day 
roosts, maternity colony roosts, and/or hibernation roosts for pallid bat. However, bats are less likely to roost at 
the NCRF facility because it continues to be maintained and a few of the buildings on the site contain features that 
would provide roosting habitat or access to potential roost sites. As mentioned above, pallid bats are known to 
roost in abandoned or little-used structures in wall sections, behind fascia, in spaces between vaulted interior 
ceiling and roofing materials, and in similar enclosed spaces (Sacramento County 2007: Appendix A). Potential 
access points to these types of spaces exist on a few of the buildings on the NCRF project site. A few buildings 
have corrugated metal roofs, which contain gaps that may allow for access to interior spaces. Gaps may also be 
exist where roofs overhang structure walls, and air vents and open windows also provide access to building 
interiors which may contain may conditions suitable for breeding and/or hibernating bats. Buildings on the project 
site would be renovated or demolished, which could result in the disturbance of roosting bats. Based on the 
structure of the buildings on the NCRF project site, there is potential for roosting pallid bats, however the level of 
disturbance on the project site may limit the suitability. Nonetheless, should any of these buildings support an 
active roost of pallid bats, injury or harm to bats may occur from direct physical injury to individuals during 
renovation or demolition activities or by loss of individuals due to untimely roost abandonment as a result of 
project activities (i.e, mortality to abandoned juveniles during the breeding season, or adults if forced to arouse 
and abandon a winter hibernacula when adequate food sources are unavailable). 

Disturbance to roosting bats due to rehabilitation and/or demolition to buildings on the NCRF project site could result in injury, 
or mortality of pallid bats. This would be a potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.2-3b) 
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Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.2-3b 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-3a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

By ensuring absence of pallid bats from potential roosts before demolition and replacing lost roost sites, the 
mitigation measure for Impact 4.2-3a would minimize impacts on pallid bats. As a result, the project’s impacts on 
pallid bats would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

The combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would include the demolition and rehabilitation of several 
existing buildings, which could contain suitable roosting habitat for pallid bats. As discussed above in Impact 4.2-
3a and b, buildings would be renovated or demolished which could disturb active bat roosts if present, which 
could lead injury or harm to bats. 

Disturbance to roosting bats due to rehabilitation and/or demolition of buildings on the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson project sites 
could result in injury, or mortality of pallid bats. This would be a potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.2-3c) 

Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.2-3c 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-3a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

By ensuring absence of pallid bats from potential roosts before demolition and replacing lost roost sites, the 
mitigation measure for Impact 4.2-3a would minimize impacts on pallid bats. As a result, the project’s impacts on 
pallid bats would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact 4.2-4: Injury or Mortality of Tricolored Blackbirds. 

Dewitt Nelson Only 

Marsh habitat in the existing stormwater retention basin is suitable breeding habitat for tricolored blackbirds, 
which is a species covered under the SJMSCP. However, no tricolored blackbirds were observed at the existing 
stormwater retention basin at reconnaissance field surveys conducted in 2010 or in 2008 for the CHCF project, 
nor are there any records of occurrence in the CNDDB. However, should a breeding colony of tricolored 
blackbirds become established in the basin, construction activities related to construction of the new stormwater 
retention basin in the area adjacent to the existing basin may cause minor disturbances to tricolored blackbirds via 
noise. Nonetheless, direct disturbances to habitat within the existing stormwater retention basin where tricolored 
blackbirds could establish a breeding colony would not occur as a result of the DeWitt Nelson project. Since no 
physical disturbance is expected within the existing habitat and other construction related disturbances (i.e., noise) 
are expected to be only minor, it is not expected that disturbances associated with the project would cause injury 
or mortality of tricolored blackbirds wither directly or through nest abandonment. 

Direct disturbance to potential breeding habitat for tricolored blackbird would not occur as a result of implementation of the 
DeWitt Nelson project and disturbances related to construction of the new stormwater retention basin in the area adjacent to 
existing habitat is not expected to cause injury or mortality of tricolored blackbirds. This would be a less-than-significant 
impact. (Impact 4.2-4a) 
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Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

No suitable habitat for tricolored blackbird occurs on or adjacent to the NCRF project site. There would be no impact to 
tricolored blackbird. (Impact 4.2-4b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

The combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would include the construction of a new stormwater retention 
basin associated with the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. As discussed above in Impact 4.2-4a, no physical 
disturbance is expected to occur within the existing stormwater retention basin where a tricolored blackbird 
colony could become established. In addition, construction related disturbances (i.e., noise) associated with 
construction of the new stormwater retention basin in the adjacent area are expected to be only minor. Therefore, 
it is not expected that disturbances associated with the DeWitt Nelson project would cause injury or mortality of 
tricolored blackbirds wither directly or through nest abandonment. 

Direct disturbance to potential breeding habitat for tricolored blackbird would not occur as a result of implementation of the 
DeWitt Nelson project and disturbances related to construction of the new stormwater retention basin in the area adjacent to 
existing habitat is not expected to cause injury or mortality of tricolored blackbirds. This would be a less-than-significant 
impact. (Impact 4.2-4c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.2-5: Mortality of Special-Status Wildlife Species from the Lethal Electrified Fence. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

The DeWitt Nelson project includes installation and operation of a lethal electrified fence within the prison’s 
secure perimeter, which would likely result in the death of an undetermined number of animals. Lethal 
electrocution would result when an animal touches two wires simultaneously or touches one wire and an electrical 
ground. Based on monitoring data collected at other existing lethal electrified fences at other CDCR facilities 
throughout the state, a number of native birds and mammals are likely to be killed on the lethal electrified fence. 
Birds are by far the most common wildlife group electrocuted, with mammals making up a relatively small 
percentage. 

No CDCR facilities with a lethal electrified fence are located immediately near the project site, but Valley State 
Prison for Women (VSPW) and Central California Women’s Facility (CCWF), both located in Chowchilla 
(approximately 90 miles south of Stockton on State Route 99), have lethal electrified fences and may provide a 
useful comparison of potential wildlife impacts resulting from installation of a lethal electrified fence at the 
project sites. Agriculture is the primary land use around VSPW, CCWF, and the DeWitt Nelson sites. Based on 8 
years of mortality monitoring data collected at VSPW and CCWF, approximately 20 individuals of native birds 
and mammals were killed per year at each facility. Most of these are species protected under the MBTA and 
California Fish and Game Code. Approximately 10% of the native species killed at VSPW and CCWF are 
considered “sensitive” species; however, none of the species killed are protected by the ESA or CESA. Sensitive 
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species include those that meet the definition of special-status described above (i.e., wildlife species identified by 
DFG as species of special concern), as well as common raptor species, and are covered by CDCR’s Statewide 
Electrified Fence HCP. Mortality of sensitive species at VSPW and CCWF combined for 8 years between June 
2002 and June 2010 included one American kestrel, three barn owls, eight great-horned owls, four red-tailed 
hawks, and nine loggerhead shrikes. No species listed as threatened or endangered or candidates for listing under 
the ESA or CESA were killed at VSPW or CCWF. 

The lethal electrified fences at VSPW and CCWF are each 7,860 feet in length. The proposed lethal electrified 
fence at DeWitt Nelson would be 4,680 feet in length, or less than 60% of the total length of either VSPW or 
CCWF. Although expected wildlife mortality should not be strictly calculated on a per-linear foot basis due to 
considerations of surrounding land uses, adjacent habitat types, species behavior, and other ecological factors at a 
particular site, it is anticipated that mortality of native wildlife species from a proposed lethal electrified fence at 
the DeWitt Nelson project site would be less than 20 individuals per year on average. Of those, approximately 1 
to 2 individuals are expected to be sensitive species. 

Based on the geographic location, habitats on and adjacent to the site, and comparison with mortality data from 
VSPW and CCWF, sensitive species that could be killed by the proposed lethal electrified fence at DeWitt Nelson 
include barn owl, great-horned owl, burrowing owl, American kestrel, red-tailed hawk, and loggerhead shrike. 
Mortality of Swainson’s hawk has never occurred at any CDCR facility as a result of operation of the lethal 
electrified fences. Although there is some suitable nesting and foraging habitat in the project vicinity, the 
possibility of Swainson’s hawk being killed as a result of operation of a lethal electrified fence at the DeWitt 
Nelson site is considered to be very remote because flying into a narrow space (i.e., between two fences) is not 
consistent with the hawk’s foraging and flight behavior. Common native species likely to be killed by the lethal 
electrified fence for the DeWitt Nelson project include house finch, American crow, western kingbird, yellow-
rumped warbler, Brewer’s blackbird, Audubon’s cottontail, and California ground squirrel. In addition, the 
Forward Landfill, located less than a mile away, is likely to attract various gull species to the project vicinity 
during the winter months and lethal electrified fence operation could result in mortality of California gull, ring-
billed gull, and herring gull. 

Mortality of sensitive and common wildlife species due to electrocution by contacting the proposed lethal electrified fence at 
the DeWitt Nelson site could result in a substantial reduction of the local populations of the local populations of the affected 
species over time. This would be a potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.2-5a) 

Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.2-5a 

CDCR will consult with USFWS and DFG regarding the DeWitt Nelson project and anticipated wildlife 
mortality and will take appropriate actions to minimize wildlife electrocutions to the extent feasible and 
compensate for impacts on native wildlife species. It is anticipated that this will be accomplished by 
following the mitigation approached in the Statewide Electrified Fence HCP, although the DeWitt Nelson 
project would not be covered by the HCP. A monitoring program consistent with the monitoring program 
established in the Statewide Electrified Fence HCP would be developed to document wildlife mortality 
and ensure compliance with Tier 1 and Tier 2 measures. The tiered mitigation approach used by the HCP 
to offset potential adverse effects on birds protected under MBTA and the California Fish and Game Code 
is outlined below. 

► Tier 1: These mitigation measures are designed to eliminate or reduce wildlife attractants near the 
prison perimeter by implementing specific maintenance and operation procedures. By making the 
perimeter less hospitable, wildlife will frequent this area less often, thus reducing their exposure to 
accidental electrocution. Tier 1 maintenance and operation procedures will include: 

► Minimization of vegetation in the vicinity of the lethal electrified fence perimeter. This will include 
removal of vegetation growing between and adjacent to chain link fences that surround lethal 
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electrified fences and keeping the first 100 feet of vacant land outside the perimeter and patrol road 
free of vegetation. Landscaping vegetation near the lethal electrified fence will be minimized and will 
be trimmed or mowed to reduce its attractiveness to wildlife. Facility landscaping will be designed to 
provide as little cover and as few foraging and nesting opportunities as possible. Detailed 
information, including recommended landscape plantings that are less attractive to wildlife, can be 
found in the Handbook to Reduce Wildlife Use (CDCR1996). 

► Minimization of standing water near the fence perimeter. Rainwater will not be allowed to stand in or 
near the perimeter for more than 24 hours after a storm. Localized recontouring, excavation of 
ditches, and placement of gravel will occur to prevent ponding. Weeds, grasses, or emergent 
vegetation will be removed from ditches regularly. 

► Timely correction of erosion gaps and spaces under fencing. Inner and outer chain link fences will be 
inspected weekly to ensure that no gaps or spaces have formed. All eroded areas will be filled with 
soil or gravel as soon as feasible to prevent animals from entering electrified-fence areas. 

► Proper storage of materials and waste. To the extent feasible, equipment, supplies, rubble, or pallets 
will not be stored (temporarily or permanently) within 200 feet of either side of the fence perimeter. 
Garbage cans and dumpsters will be covered at all times and emptied as often as required to prevent 
overflow. The area within 200 feet of the fence perimeter will be kept free of all trash, litter, and 
loose food waste. 

► Tier 2: These mitigation measures consist of both exclusion and deterrent devices. Tier 2 measures to 
be installed on the proposed lethal electrified fence are listed below. 

► Vertical netting. Past analysis of the locations of carcasses has shown that wildlife kills were typically 
the result of animals contacting the lowest nine wires, because wires are vertically closer together, 
resulting in more opportunities for birds to contact two lethal wires or a wire and a ground. CDCR 
shall install three-quarter-inch mesh vertical netting enveloping both sides of the lower section of the 
lethal electrified fence, which will prevent most birds from contacting the fence. 

► Anti-perching wire. Several birds have been electrocuted as a result of contacting electrified wires 
while perching, or attempting to perch, on the grounding brackets and fence posts of the lethal 
electrified fence. Anti-perching wires, which consist of 2- to 4- inch pieces of stiff wire connected to 
an aluminum base, will be strategically attached to the tops of perching sites in and near the 
perimeter. Once installed, this wire will reduce the ability of birds to perch near the lethal electrified 
fence, thus reducing exposure to accidental electrocutions. 

► Tier 3: These mitigation measures compensate for residual wildlife mortality impacts. CDCR will 
contribute funds to an existing non-profit organization that creates and manages habitat enhancement 
areas that would improve opportunities for reproductive success of birds likely to be adversely 
affected by the project. Birds likely to be adversely affected will be predicted based on the results of 
mortality monitoring at comparable CDCR facilities and based on birds expected to occur in the 
project vicinity based on surrounding habitat. Mechanisms for implementing the mitigation will be 
similar to those previously utilized by CDCR for the Statewide and Six Prison Electrified Fence 
Projects and may include additional funding for a project to which CDCR has already contributed as 
part of these existing projects. The San Joaquin Valley will be targeted, but mitigation could be 
implemented at federal, state, or private lands located anywhere in California if the lands support a 
large percentage of the species at risk of electrocution at the project site. The amount of funding 
contributed would depend on the acreage of habitat that would benefit from the mitigation. The 
mitigation acreage required would be determined by CDCR(in coordination with USFWS and CDFG) 



CDCR  NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects 
Biological Resources 4.2-28 DEIR 

based on the anticipated annual mortality of native birds and the area required to support an 
equivalent number of individuals of the species at greatest risk of electrocution. 

► As an alternative to working with an existing non-profit organization, CDCR will request 
participation in the SJMSCP, and if participation is granted, CDCR will coordinate with SJCOG staff 
regarding appropriate mitigation for wildlife mortality associated with the lethal electrified fence. The 
process outlined above for calculating acreage of compensatory mitigation would remain the same. 

Significance after Mitigation 

With the implementation of tiered mitigation measures as described in the mitigation for Impact 4.2-5a, impacts 
on wildlife would be reduced by minimizing the number of animals killed by the lethal electrified fence and 
compensating for unavoidable mortalities by preserving breeding habitat that will increase the reproductive 
success of affected species. As a result, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

NCRF Only 

The operation of a lethal electrified fence at the NCRF site would likely result in the death of an undetermined 
number of animals. As described above for the DeWitt project site, lethal electrocution would result when an 
animal touches two wires simultaneously or touches one wire and an electrical ground. Based on monitoring data 
collected at other existing lethal electrified fences at other CDCR facilities throughout the state, a number of 
native birds and mammals are likely to be killed on the lethal electrified fence. Birds are by far the most common 
wildlife group electrocuted, with mammals making up a relatively small percentage. 

Because the sites are adjacent to each other and surrounding land uses are similar, the species likely to be killed at 
NCRF as a result of the proposed lethal electrified fence are similar to what was described for the DeWitt Nelson 
project. The proposed lethal electrified fence at NCRF would be approximately 4,225 feet in length. Based on 
mortality data from 2 operational lethal electrified fences in similar habitats within the San Joaquin Valley 
(VSPW and CCWF) and fence length, less than 20 individual native species would be expected to be electrocuted 
on an annual basis and approximately 1 to 2 of these individuals would be sensitive species. 

Mortality of sensitive and common wildlife species due to electrocution by contacting the proposed lethal electrified fence at 
NCRF could result in a substantial reduction of the local populations of the affected species over time. This would be a 
potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.2-5b) 

Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.2-5b 

Habitat compensation for residual wildlife impacts associated with operation of the lethal electrified fence 
at the NCRF site (formerly the NCWF facility) was provided in the HCP for the Statewide Electrified 
Fence Project. Collectively, the Statewide HCP is providing 2,565 acres of mitigation at 10 sites to offset 
the loss of individuals from electrified-fence mortality by improving reproductive success elsewhere in 
the state. The compensatory mitigation for the Statewide Electrified Fence Project’s HCP includes habitat 
acquisition, restoration, management, and creation of 71 acres of riparian woodland, 1,162 acres of 
scrub/savanna, 700 acres of grassland/ agriculture, 250 acres of mixed oak/pine woodland, 202 acres of 
emergent wetland/open water, and 180 acres of montane/coastal forest. Because habitat compensation for 
mortality of wildlife species due to operation of the lethal electrified fence at the NCRF site was included 
in the Statewide HCP, no additional compensatory mitigation is required. 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-4a (except for Tier 3 Mitigation). 
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Significance after Mitigation 

With the implementation of tiered mitigation measures as described in the mitigation for Impact 4.2-5a, impacts 
on wildlife would be reduced by minimizing the number of animals killed by the lethal electrified fence and 
compensating for unavoidable mortalities by preserving breeding habitat that will increase the reproductive 
success of affected species. As a result, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

The combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects include the installation and operation of two stand-alone lethal 
electrified fences, which would likely result in the death of an undetermined number of animals. 

As described above, each lethal electrified fence is expected to result in the electrocution of less than 20 
individuals per year, for a combined total of less than 40 individuals per year. Approximately 2 to 4 of these 
individuals are expected to be sensitive species. Sensitive species that could be killed by the proposed lethal 
electrified fences include barn owl, great-horned owl, burrowing owl, American kestrel, red-tailed hawk, and 
loggerhead shrike. Common native species likely to be killed by the lethal electrified fences include house finch, 
American crow, western kingbird, yellow-rumped warbler, Brewer’s blackbird, Audubon’s cottontail, and 
California ground squirrel. 

Mortality of sensitive and common wildlife species due to electrocution by contacting the proposed lethal electrified fences at 
the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson sites could result in a substantial reduction of the local populations of the local populations of 
the affected species over time. This would be a potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.2-5c) 

Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.2-5c 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-5a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

With the implementation of tiered mitigation measures as described in the mitigation for Impact 4.2-5a, impacts 
on wildlife would be reduced by minimizing the number of animals killed by the lethal electrified fence and 
compensating for unavoidable mortalities by preserving breeding habitat that will increase the reproductive 
success of affected species. As a result, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact 4.2-6: Consistency with Local Plan, Policies, and Ordinances. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

CDCR, as a state agency, is a sovereign entity and is not subject to local plans and policy regulations. Local 
policies and ordinances through the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 protect sensitive biological resources 
in the vicinity of the CDCR property. These policies are indicative of the potential to result in locally significant 
biological resources impacts. The San Joaquin County code addresses protection of native oak trees. Specifically, 
county policies require a tree removal permit. Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson Conversion project could 
result in the removal of some mature native oaks and has the potential to adversely affect special-status species, 
including raptors, by decreasing suitable nesting habitat, as discussed previously under Impact 4.2-2. Tree 
removal would be required as part of this project to maintain high visibility within and surrounding the proposed 
facility. The County code applies to the removal of a native oak tree greater than 4 to 6 inches at dbh, depending 
on the species, or heritage oak (defined as greater than 32 inches dbh), and would consider removal of such trees 
significant. Although CDCR is not subject to local plans and policies, CDCR has considered such plans in 
determining whether a significant local impact would occur. 
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The DeWitt Nelson project was also evaluated to determine if it would conflict with conservation goals of the 
SJMSCP. The SJMSCP is a county-wide plan that provides a strategy for balancing the need to conserve open 
space with the need to accommodate a growing population in San Joaquin County. The SJMSCP is a voluntary 
plan for both local jurisdictions and project proponents. SJMSCP-covered species that could be affected by the 
project include Swainson’s hawk, giant garter snake and northwest pond turtle. Project construction would not 
require the removal of any important habitat for these species as most of the development would occur in areas 
that are already highly disturbed. Any impacts that do occur would be mitigated either through participation in the 
SJMSCP fee program or by implementing the species-specific mitigation described above. Therefore, the DeWitt 
Nelson project would not conflict with the conservation goals of the SJMSCP. 

Because native tree species provide important habitat for special-status species and removal of mature trees (trees greater 
than 4–6 inches at dbh) could degrade this habitat, the removal of mature native trees would be a significant impact. 
(Impact 4.2-6a) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-6a  

A formal tree survey will be conducted on the DeWitt Nelson project site in order to determine the 
number and classification (i.e., native or heritage) of all trees that may be removed. CDCR will 
implement the following measures to reduce impacts on native oak trees: 

► Minimize the number of native oak trees to be removed to the greatest extent feasible (i.e., retain trees 
that would not result in safety or operational concerns) 

► Replace all native oak trees removed by project construction activity consistent with the provisions 
outlined in section 9-1505.4 of the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010. Removal of any native 
oak of suitable size (i.e., 4–6 inches dbh) would be replaced at a 3:1 ratio. Heritage oaks would be 
replaced at a ratio of 5:1.  

► Use trees from healthy commercial nursery stock and/or acorns from the tree removed when 
establishing new trees. 

► Ensure that trees are established and maintained for at least 3 years. 

► Plant trees as near as possible to the location from which they were removed. Potential on-site areas 
for replacement planting would be in the parking lot, near the firing range, or in other areas that 
would not interfere with operation of the lethal electrified fence, or alternatively, an offsite location 
will be identified, as near to the project site as feasible. 

► Trees will be planted between October 1 and December 31, and no later than 12 months after the date 
of tree removal. 

Alternatively, CDCR may consult with the County and the SJCOG regarding offsite replacement options 
where one or both of these entities will accept responsibility for the planting and maintenance of the 
replacement trees. If it is determined, in consultation with the County and SJCOG, that this is a viable 
option, mitigation requirements would be consistent with those listed above and additional measures may 
be required.  

Significance after Mitigation 

With the implementation of the mitigation measures for Impact 4.2-6a, impacts on mature native oaks would be 
avoided and reduced because trees lost through construction activities would be replaced on site, where possible, 
or at the nearest feasible location. As a result, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
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NCRF Only 

No mature native oaks are present on the NCRF project site, and removal of such trees would not be part of this 
project. The NCRF project would not substantially affect any SJMSCP-covered species or otherwise pose a 
potential conflict to the conservation goals of the plan. Therefore, implementation of the NCRF project would not 
conflict with any local plans, policies, and ordinances and there would be no impact. 

No mature native oaks would be removed from the NCRF project site. There would be no impact to native oaks. 
(Impact 4.2-6b) 

Mitigation Measure(s) 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

The combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would include the removal of up to 10 mature native oaks from 
the DeWitt Nelson project site. As discussed above in Impact 4.2-6a, removal of a native oak tree greater than 4 to 
6 inches at dbh, depending on the species, or a heritage oak (defined as greater than 32 inches dbh), would 
conflict with the tree preservation measure established in the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010, which is 
indicative of a potential impact to native oak trees. No mature native oak trees would be removed from the NCRF 
project site. 

Because native tree species provide important habitat for special-status species and removal of mature trees (trees greater 
than 4–6 inches at dbh) could degrade this habitat, CDCR considers the removal of mature native trees to be a significant 
impact. (Impact 4.2-6c) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-7c  

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.2-6a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

With the implementation of the mitigation measures for Impact 4.2-6a, impacts on mature native oaks would be 
avoided and reduced because trees lost through construction activities would be replaced on site, where possible, 
or at the nearest feasible location. As a result, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 



CDCR  NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects 
Biological Resources 4.2-32 DEIR 

This page intentionally left blank. 



NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects   CDCR 
DEIR 4.3-1 Cultural Resources 

4.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

This section of the EIR includes an evaluation of the potential impacts to cultural resources that could result from 
the NCRF and the DeWitt Nelson projects. Cultural resources may include archaeological sites and historic-era 
buildings, structures, objects, and landscapes. These resources, along with prehistoric and historic-era human 
remains and associated grave-related articles, are required to be evaluated and potentially protected under the 
provisions of CEQA. 

4.3.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The following overview of the prehistoric, ethnographic, and historic context of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 
project vicinity is based on both primary and secondary research. The various events and chronologies discussed 
below aid in the analysis of cultural resources identified in and adjacent to the project sites. 

PREHISTORIC SETTING 

The earliest well-documented entry and spread of humans into California occurred at the beginning of the Paleo-
Indian Period (12,000–8000 Before Present [BP]). Social units are thought to have been small and highly mobile. 
Sites that have been identified in the contexts of ancient pluvial lake shores and coast lines are evidenced by such 
characteristic hunting implements as fluted projectile points and chipped stone crescent forms. Prehistoric 
adaptations over the ensuing centuries have been identified in the archaeological record by numerous researchers 
working in the area since the early 1900s, as summarized by Fredrickson (1974) and Moratto (1984). 

Beardsley (1948), Heizer and Fenenga (1939), and others conducted numerous studies that formed the core of our 
early understanding of upper Central Valley archaeology. Little has been found archaeologically that dates to the 
Paleo-Indian or the subsequent Lower Archaic Periods (8000–5000 BP); however archaeologists have recovered 
substantial data from sites occupied by the Middle Archaic Period (5000–3000 BP). Sites from earlier periods 
may be lacking because of high sedimentation rates, leaving the earliest sites deeply buried and inaccessible. 
During the Middle Archaic Period, the broad regional patterns of foraging subsistence strategies gave way to 
more intensive procurement practices. Subsistence economies were more diversified, possibly including the 
introduction of acorn processing technology. Human populations were growing and occupying more diverse 
settings. Permanent villages that were occupied throughout the year were established, primarily along major 
waterways. The onset of status distinctions and other indicators of growing sociopolitical complexity mark the 
Upper Archaic Period (3000–1500 BP). Exchange systems become more complex and formalized. Evidence of 
regular, sustained trade between groups was seen for the first time. 

Several technological and social changes characterized the Emergent Period (1500–150 BP). The bow and arrow 
were introduced in California, ultimately replacing the dart and atlatl. Territorial boundaries between groups 
became well established. It became increasingly common that distinctions in an individual’s social status could be 
linked to acquired wealth. Exchange of goods between groups became more regularized with more goods, 
including raw materials, entering into the exchange networks. In the latter portion of this period (500–150 BP), 
exchange relations became highly regularized and sophisticated. The clamshell disk bead became a monetary unit 
for exchange, and increasing quantities of goods moved greater distances. It was during the latter portion of this 
period that Euro-American contact with Native peoples became commonplace. However, traditional life-ways 
remained largely unchanged until introduced diseases and dramatic Euro-American population increases 
precipitated largely by the Gold Rush forever changed Native cultures. 

ETHNOGRAPHIC SETTING 

Ethnographically, the Northern Valley Yokuts occupied lands on either side of the San Joaquin River, from the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta to south of Mendota, the geographic area that encompasses the project sites and 
vicinity. Evidence for late prehistoric and early historic-era occupation of this territory can be found in mixed 
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prehistoric and early Spanish colonial artifacts found on archaeological sites. The Diablo Range probably marked 
the Yokuts’ western territorial boundary; the eastern edge ran along the Sierra Nevada foothills. Yokuts 
occupation of the northern parts of their range may be relatively recent, as linguistic evidence points toward an 
earlier Miwok occupation. The late prehistoric Yokuts may have been the largest ethnic group in pre-contact 
California and were organized into various “triblets.” Each triblet, which served as the basic political unit among 
the Yokuts, occupied a defined area and consisted of a few hundred to several thousand individuals 
(Wallace 1978:462). 

Euro-American contact with the Northern Valley Yokuts began with periodic incursions by Spanish explorers 
traveling through the Sacramento–San Joaquin Valley in the late 1700s to early 1800s. Many Yokuts were lured 
to or forcibly scattered among the various Spanish missions that were established along the western margin of 
California, although some escaped and returned to the Valley. Raids on Spanish (and later Mexican) livestock 
herds became commonplace in the early nineteenth century, leading to sometimes devastating retaliation by the 
settlers. Additional pressures on Yokut populations, such as the malaria epidemic of 1833, decimated the 
population, killing thousands of individuals. The influx of Euro-Americans into traditional Yokut lands during the 
Gold Rush era further reduced the population because of introduced disease and violent relations with the miners. 
Though no gold was found in the Yokut’s territory, would-be miners passing through on their way to the Mother 
Lode diggings caused a considerable amount of upheaval. By the latter decades of the 1800s, former miners and 
newly arrived farmers fully settled the San Joaquin Valley, thoroughly displacing the native Yokuts (Wallace 
1978:462-463). Despite a long history of population decline and marginalization, descendants of the early Yokuts 
survive to this day and are reinvesting in their traditional culture and life-ways. 

HISTORIC-ERA SETTING 

The earliest non-native inhabitants of current-day San Joaquin County consisted of a small number of Hudson’s 
Bay Company trappers, mostly of French descent. Their small settlement, known today as French Camp, 
represented the first Euro-American foothold in the region. Substantial European influence was not felt in the area 
until the establishment of the Mexican land-grant ranchos during the 1830s and 1840s. The project sites are 
situated immediately south of the Campo de los Franceses land grant. This grant was made to Guillermo Gulnac 
in 1843 and consisted of more than 48,000 acres near French Camp (Beck and Haase 1974:28). Gulnac entered 
into a partnership with Captain C. M. Weber, a German immigrant. Weber had brief stays in New Orleans and 
Salt Lake City before making his way to John Sutter’s Fort in what is now Sacramento circa 1844 where he was 
employed as an overseer and general assistant to John Sutter. After receiving a half interest in the rancho from 
Gulnac, Weber moved to Stockton sometime around 1845 and later purchased the other half interest. Weber 
actively encouraged settlement and convinced others to move to the region by offering them land, ultimately 
laying the groundwork for future and more intensive settlement and economic development (Tinkham 1880:62-
70; Hoover et al. 2002:370-371). 

In 1847, Captain Weber laid out the town of Tuleburg on the south side of what is now known as the Stockton 
Channel. Weber initially tried his hand at mining, forming the Stockton Mining and Trading Company, but later 
focused on establishing a town and supply center to cater to the miners (Tinkham 1880:2). The town was 
resurveyed and the name changed to Stockton, after Commodore Robert F. Stockton, a notable participant in the 
capture of California during the Mexican-American War. With the onslaught of the Gold Rush, the town 
developed rapidly. Roads were established to link the mining communities in Mariposa, Tuolumne, Calaveras, 
and Amador counties. Along these roads, settlements located outside city limits were established; one such 
thoroughfare, the Mariposa Road, is located north of the current project sites (Tinkham 1880:313–314; Hoover et 
al. 2002:372–373). 

On February 18, 1850, San Joaquin County was officially established (McGroarty 1911:317). By the winter of 
that year the population of Stockton had increased to 5,000. After the Gold Rush, additional growth in the area 
was precipitated by the arrival of the railroads, the first of which was the Central Pacific. Another local rail line, 
the San Francisco & San Joaquin Valley Railway Company, began construction of a line from Stockton to 
Bakersfield in 1895 (Hoover et al. 2002:312). 
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Much of the local industry in the vicinity of Stockton developed through association with agricultural activities. 
By the early 20th century, farming, particularly dairying, was one of the largest enterprises in San Joaquin County 
(Southern Pacific 1915:235) and in general remains an active industry. Stockton has continued to grow, becoming 
a hub of transportation via rail, water, and later highways that link the rich agricultural industries to world 
markets. 

TWENTIETH CENTURY CORRECTIONAL FACILITY ARCHITECTURE 

Starting in the 1950s, rural areas in the vicinity of Stockton, like other similar areas of the Central Valley, were 
viewed by the State of California as ideal for the placement of correctional institutes. Correctional facilities 
installed in the Central Valley during the mid-twentieth century, such as the current and former youth and adult 
facilities at the project sites, and the California Medical Facility in Vacaville, utilized utilitarian design concepts. 
In general, correctional architecture in recent decades has been dominated by a response to a dramatic increase in 
prison population. The overwhelming need to house a large number of inmates in a secure environment has taken 
precedence over architectural experimentation (Carlson and Garrett 1999:9-15). Where the previous century often 
saw more ornate designs within prison facilities, such as that observed in Folsom State Prison and in older 
portions of San Quentin Prison in California, and in prisons such as Brown County Jail and Anderson County Jail 
in Texas, modern correctional architecture is more utilitarian. In addition to an overall utilitarian style, other 
typical defining characteristics of mid-twentieth century prison architecture include, but are not limited to, muted 
colors, the incorporation of common or socialization areas, building clusters, and the use of concrete (Carlson and 
Garrett 1999:40-49). These standard features are displayed within the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities, which 
were both constructed during the latter twentieth century. 

ANALYSIS OF CULTURAL RESOURCES IN PROJECT VICINITIES 

For the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects, AECOM reviewed the results of the 2008 Central 
California Information Center (CCIC) record search conducted for the CHCF EIR. The CCIC record search for 
that project included a larger area which covered the current project sites. The purpose of this record search 
review was to determine if any previously-documented cultural resources were known to exist within and in the 
vicinity of the project sites. The record search noted that no prehistoric or historic-era sites, features, or artifacts 
had been recorded. 

AECOM cultural resources specialists also reviewed proposed project plans, aerial photographs, U.S. Geological 
Service topographic quadrangle maps, and other sources prior to intensive cultural resources surveys of the 
project sites. Site visits to the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities were made by AECOM cultural resources 
personnel in August 2010. Although a good deal of each facility is paved, areas of open ground are located on 
each property, particularly outside the secured perimeters. Visibility of the ground surface at the NCRF property 
was partially obscured by dried grasses; however approximately 60 to 80 percent of the surface was visible. 
AECOM cultural resources personnel inspected all areas of open ground, as well as any rodent burrows or other 
areas where native soils were visible, utilizing 15-meter pedestrian transects. Modern debris (e.g., metal 
fragments, plastic) was observed. No cultural resources were identified. 

Ground visibility at the DeWitt Nelson facility, also surveyed using 15-meter transects, ranged from 10 to 30 
percent. Visibility was obscured by dead grasses inside and outside the secured perimeter. AECOM cultural 
resources personnel inspected areas not covered by grasses, and occasionally scraped the ground cover to view the 
soil surface. Rodent burrows and other eroded areas were also inspected. No cultural resources were observed. 

The buildings on both sites (NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities) are currently less than 50 years old. They were 
built during the latter twentieth century. The earliest of the two, Dewitt Nelson was completed in 1967, 43 years 
ago. Research did not indicate that the buildings hold significant associations to events or persons in national, 
state, or local history. The buildings represent modern correctional facility structures, are of standard utilitarian 
construction, and do not represent properties upon which a sufficient amount of time has passed to evaluate 
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potential historical significance (California Code of Regulations 4852, Special Considerations). These buildings 
therefore are not, and should not be, included in the State’s Master List of Historical Resources maintained by the 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), as described in Public Resources Code Section 5024(d). 

4.3.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

FEDERAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

No federal plans, policies, regulations, or laws are relevant to the projects. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

Public Resources Code, Section 5024.5 

(a) No state agency shall alter the original or significant historical features or fabric, or transfer, relocate, or 
demolish historical resources on the master list maintained pursuant to subdivision (d) of Section 5024 
without, early in the planning processes, first giving notice and a summary of the proposed action to the 
officer who shall have 30 days after receipt of the notice and summary for review and comment. 

(b) If the officer determines that a proposed action will have an adverse effect on a listed historical resource, the 
head of the state agency having jurisdiction over the historical resource and the officer shall adopt prudent and 
feasible measures that will eliminate or mitigate the adverse effects. The officer shall consult the State 
Historical Building Safety Board for advice when appropriate. 

California Environmental Quality Act 

Unlike most other environmental resources, the CEQA Guidelines specifically define a significant historical 
resource, which is “a resource listed on or eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources” 
(CRHR) (Public Resources Code §5024.1). A historical resource may be eligible for listing on the CRHR if it: 

1. is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of California’s history 
and cultural heritage; or 

2. is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; or 

3. embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents the 
work of an important creative individual, or possess high artistic values; or 

4. has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

The CEQA Guidelines also require the consideration of unique archaeological sites (Guidelines Section 15064.5). 
If an archaeological site does not meet the criteria for inclusion on the CRHR but does meet the definition of a 
unique archaeological resource as outlined in the Public Resources Code (Section 21083.2), it may be treated as a 
significant historical resource. Treatment options under Section 21083.2 of CEQA include activities that preserve 
such resources in place in an undisturbed state, excavation and curation, or study in place without excavation and 
curation if the study finds that the artifacts would not meet one or more criteria for defining a “unique 
archaeological resource”: 

For historic buildings, Section 15064.5(b)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines indicates that a 
project that follows the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic 
Buildings, or the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for 
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Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (1995), shall mitigate impacts to a level of less than significant. 
Potential eligibility also rests upon the integrity of the resource. Integrity is defined as the 
retention of the resource’s physical identity that existed during its period of significance. Integrity 
is determined by considering the setting, design, workmanship, materials, location, feeling, and 
association of the resource. 

LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND ORDINANCES 

San Joaquin County 2010 General Plan 

The following objective and policies are set forth in the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 relating to 
identified historic and prehistoric resources. These policies are not directly applicable to the proposed projects. 
The lead agency is citing these policies, however, in order to assist with the determination of whether the projects’ 
impacts are significant. 

Heritage Resources 

► Objective 1: To protect San Joaquin County’s valuable architectural, historic, archaeological and cultural 
resources. 

• Policy 1: The County shall continue to encourage efforts, both public and private, to preserve its 
historical and cultural heritage. 

• Policy 2: Significant archaeological and historical resources shall be identified and protected from 
destruction. If evidence of such resources appears after development begins, an assessment shall be made 
of the appropriate action to preserve or remove the resources. 

• Policy 3: No significant architectural, historical, archaeological or cultural resources shall be knowingly 
destroyed through County action. 

• Policy 4: Reuse of architecturally interesting or historical buildings shall be encouraged. 

• Policy 5: The County shall promote public awareness of and support for historic preservation. 

City of Stockton General Plan 2035 

The following goal and policies in the City of Stockton General Plan 2035 relating to cultural resources are 
relevant to the proposed projects. These policies are not directly applicable to the proposed projects. The lead 
agencies are citing these policies, however, in order to assist with the determination of whether the projects’ 
impacts are significant. 

Natural and Cultural Resources 

► Goal NCR-3: To encourage the identification, protection, and enhancement of the city’s archaeological, 
historical, cultural, and paleontological resources for their cultural values. 

• Policy NCR-3.5: Archaeological Resource Surveys. Prior to project approval, the City shall require 
project applicant to have a qualified archeologist conduct the following activities: (1) conduct a record 
search at the Central California Information Center located at California State University Stanislaus and 
other appropriate historical repositories, (2) conduct field surveys where appropriate, and (3) prepare 
technical reports, where appropriate, meeting California Office of Historic Preservation Standards 
(Archeological Resource Management Reports). 
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• Policy NCR-3.6: Discovery of Archaeological Resources. Consistent with Stockton Municipal Code 
Section 16-310.050—Cultural Resources, in the event that archaeological/paleontological resources are 
discovered during site excavation, the City shall require that grading and construction work on the project 
sites be suspended until the significance of the features can be determined by a qualified archaeologist/ 
paleontologist. The City will require that a qualified archeologist/paleontologist make recommendations 
for measures necessary to protect any site determined to contain or constitute an historical resource, a 
unique archaeological resource, or a unique paleontological resource or to undertake data recovery, 
excavation, analysis, and curation of archaeological/paleontologist materials. City staff shall consider 
such recommendations and implement them where they are feasible in light of project design as 
previously approved by the City. 

• Policy NCR-3.8: Discovery of Human Remains. Consistent with Stockton Municipal Code Section 16-
310.050—Cultural Resources and the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15064.5), if human remains of Native 
American origin are discovered during project construction, it is necessary to comply with State laws 
relating to the disposition of Native American burials, which fall within the jurisdiction of the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC). 

4.3.3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECTS 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

These thresholds are based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section V. This section of Appendix G provides a 
checklist of criteria that may be considered in performing an analysis of the cultural and historic resource impacts 
of a project. The projects would result in significant cultural and historic resource impacts if they would: 

► Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a unique archaeological resource or a historical 
resource as defined in Section 21083.2 of CEQA and Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines, 
respectively, or 

► Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside formal cemeteries. 

Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines defines “substantial adverse change” as physical demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings. 

ISSUES NOT DISCUSSED FURTHER 

As discussed above (Section 4.3.1), the buildings at each site are less than 50 years old. In order to understand the 
historic importance of a resource, a sufficient amount of time must have passed to obtain a scholarly perspective. 
Generally, 50 years is considered the cut-off date (CFR 60.4, Title 36, Chapter 1). If potential for eligibility is 
apparent, a resource “less than 50 years old can be considered eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources if it can be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand its historical 
importance” (California Code of Regulation 4852, Special Considerations). The NCRF was constructed in 1987. 
The Dewitt Nelson Facility, located on the NCYCC property, was completed in 1967. It was the third facility to 
be constructed within the complex, and opened in December 1971 (Guyer 2004:3-4; CDCR 2008:1). The 
buildings at each site represent modern correctional architecture, are of standard utilitarian construction, and do 
not represent resources on which a sufficient amount of time has passed to evaluate potential historical 
significance. Moreover, research did not indicate that any of the buildings are significantly associated with 
important events or persons at a national, state, or local level. The buildings and structures at each site are 
common construction types for the late twentieth century period, and do not appear to be notable architecturally. 
Thus, none of these buildings/structures are discussed further in this analysis. The results of the initiated 
consultation between the SHPO and CDCR will formalize this assessment for the purposes of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.5 and CEQA. 
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PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.3-1: Impact to Known Historic or Archaeological Resources  

DeWitt Nelson Only 

No historic or archaeological resources have been identified within the DeWitt Nelson project site. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not cause an adverse change in the significance of a historic or archaeological resource. 
This impact would be less than significant. 

No known prehistoric or historic archaeological resources are known to exist within the DeWitt Nelson project site. Because no 
resources have been identified on the project site, the proposed project would not cause an adverse change as defined in 
Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines and this would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.3-1a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

No known prehistoric or historic archaeological resources were identified within the NCRF project site. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not cause an adverse change in the significance of a historic or 
archaeological resource. This impact would be less than significant.  

No known prehistoric or historic archaeological resources are known to exist within the NCRF project site. Because no 
resources have been identified on the site, the proposed project would not cause an adverse change as defined in Section 
15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines and this would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.3-1b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

As discussed above, substantial adverse changes in the significance of historic or prehistoric archaeological 
resources would be less than significant for both the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF project sites because no resources 
were identified on either facility. This impact would be less than significant. 

No known prehistoric or historic archaeological resources are known to exist within the project site. Because no resources 
have been identified on the project site, the proposed project would not cause an adverse change as defined in Section 
15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines and this would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.3-1c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.3-2: Impacts to Unique Archaeological Resources 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Although no “unique” or “historic” cultural resources (as defined in CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines) have 
been documented on the DeWitt Nelson project site, the potential exists for unrecorded cultural resources to be 
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unearthed or otherwise discovered at the project site during ground-disturbing construction activities. If such 
resources were determined to meet CRHR eligibility criteria, this impact would be significant. 

The potential exists for previously unidentified unique archaeological remains to be discovered below the ground surface 
during implementation of the DeWitt Nelson facility. A unique archaeological resource could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project. This would be a significant impact on unique archeological resources. (Impact 4.3-2a) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-2a 

If cultural materials (e.g., unusual amounts of shell, animal bone, bottle glass, ceramics, structure/building 
remains) are inadvertently discovered on the project sites during project-related construction activities, 
ground disturbances in the area of the find will be halted and a qualified professional archaeologist will be 
notified of the discovery. The archaeologist will determine whether the resource is potentially eligible for 
listing in the CRHR. If additional as-yet-unidentified resources are determined to be eligible for listing, 
the archaeologist will develop appropriate avoidance measures and assist with project redesign and/or 
monitoring; or if construction cannot be planned to avoid impacts, the archaeologist will develop 
appropriate mitigation, which could include such actions as preservation in place, documentation of the 
find, or data recovery. Mitigation will be fully implemented before construction activities resume in the 
vicinity of the find. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-2a would avoid or capture archaeological values through 
data recovery, and would, therefore, reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

NCRF Only 

No “unique” or “historic” cultural resources have been documented on the NCRF project site; however the 
potential exists for unrecorded cultural resources to be unearthed or discovered at the project site during ground-
disturbing construction activities. If such resources were determined to meet CRHR eligibility criteria, this impact 
would be significant. 

The potential exists for previously unidentified unique archaeological remains to be discovered below the ground surface 
during implementation of the NCRF facility. A unique archaeological resource could be adversely affected by the proposed 
project. This would be a significant impact on unique archeological resources. (Impact 4.3-2b) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-2b 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-2a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-2a would avoid or capture archaeological values through 
data recovery, and would, therefore, reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

As discussed above, although no “unique” or “historic” archaeological resources (as defined in CEQA and the 
State CEQA Guidelines) have been documented on either the DeWitt Nelson or the NCRF project sites, the 
potential exists for unrecorded subsurface cultural resources to be unearthed during construction-related ground 
disturbing activities. If such resources were determined to meet CRHR eligibility criteria, this impact would be 
significant. 
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The potential exists for previously unidentified unique archaeological remains to be discovered below the ground surface 
during implementation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities. A unique archaeological resource could be adversely 
affected by the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects. This would be a significant impact on unique archeological resources. 
(Impact 4.3-2c) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-2c 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-2a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-2a would avoid or capture archaeological values through 
data recovery, and would, therefore, reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact 4.3-3: Impacts to Human Burials 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Although no evidence of prehistoric or early historic interments are known to be present on the DeWitt Nelson 
project site, there is a possibility that presently-undocumented human remains exist. California law recognizes the 
need to protect historic-era and Native American human burials, skeletal remains, and items associated with 
Native American interments from vandalism and inadvertent destruction. If any human remains were unearthed 
during project construction, this impact would be significant. 

Although unlikely, it is possible that previously unidentified human remains may be uncovered during ground-disturbing 
activities of the DeWitt Nelson facility. This would be a significant impact on human remains. (Impact 4.3-3a) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-3a 

In accordance with the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains are uncovered during 
ground-disturbing activities, all such activities in the vicinity of the find will be halted immediately and 
CDCR or its designated representative will be notified. CDCR will immediately notify the county coroner 
and a qualified professional archaeologist. The coroner will examine all discoveries of human remains 
within 48 hours of receiving notice of the discovery. If the coroner determines that the remains are those 
of a Native American, he or she will contact the NAHC by phone within 24 hours of making that 
determination. CDCR or its appointed representative and the professional archaeologist will consult with 
a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) designated by the NAHC regarding the removal or preservation and 
avoidance of the remains and determine whether additional burials could be present in the vicinity. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Assuming that an agreement can be reached between the MLD and CDCR or its representative with the assistance 
of the archaeologist, the steps included in Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-3a would minimize or eliminate 
adverse impacts on the uncovered human remains, and thus would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level. 

NCRF Only 

No evidence of prehistoric or early historic interments are known to be present on the NCRF project site; however 
there is a possibility that presently-undocumented human remains could exist. California law recognizes the need 
to protect historic-era and Native American human burials, skeletal remains, and items associated with Native 
American interments from vandalism and inadvertent destruction. If any human remains were unearthed during 
project-related construction, this impact would be significant. 
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Although unlikely, it is possible that previously unidentified human remains may be uncovered during ground-disturbing 
activities of the NCRF facility. This would be a significant impact on human remains. (Impact 4.3-3a) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-3b 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-3a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Assuming that an agreement can be reached between the MLD and CDCR or its representative with the assistance 
of the archaeologist, the steps included in Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-3a would minimize or eliminate 
adverse impacts on the uncovered human remains, and thus would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

As discussed above, although no evidence of prehistoric or early historic interments exists on either the DeWitt 
Nelson or NCRF project sites, there is a possibility that presently-undocumented human remains exist. California 
law recognizes the need to protect these remains and associated grave goods from vandalism and inadvertent 
destruction. If any human remains were unearthed during project-related construction activities, this impact would 
be a significant. 

Although unlikely, it is possible that previously unidentified human remains may be uncovered during ground-disturbing 
activities of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities. This would be significant impact on human remains. (Impact 4.3-3c) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-3c 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-3a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Assuming that an agreement can be reached between the MLD and CDCR or its representative with the assistance 
of the archaeologist, the steps included in Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.3-3a would minimize or eliminate 
adverse impacts on the uncovered human remains, and thus would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level. 
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4.4 EMPLOYMENT, POPULATION, AND HOUSING 

This section evaluates the potential employment, population and housing impacts of the projects including 
regional population and related employment trends, and regional housing supplies. 

4.4.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Located in central San Joaquin County, the NCRF project site is currently occupied by the former Northern 
California Women’s Facility and the DeWitt Nelson site is currently occupied by the former DeWitt Nelson 
Youth Correctional Facility. Both sites are located within or adjacent to the grounds of the Northern California 
Youth Correctional Center (NCYCC). NCYCC employees include primarily correctional officers, and also 
administrators and other professionals. Analysis of the existing distribution of NCYCC employees and their 
families indicates that most reside in nearby communities such as Stockton, Elk Grove, and Sacramento, which 
each house at least 5% of the NCYCC employees. Based on zip code data that identify the residential 
communities where NCYCC employees reside, the majority (i.e., 40%) of NCYCC employees and their families 
reside in the City of Stockton (CDCR 2008). 

The proposed NCRF project would employ an estimated 350–400 staff that would include correctional officers, 
administrative, and other types of support staff. For purposes of this analysis, the maximum number of potential 
employees was evaluated for the proposed NCRF project (i.e., 400 staff).The proposed DeWitt Nelson project 
would employ an estimated 450 staff that would include correctional officers, medical and mental health 
professionals, administrative, and other support staff. No data are available to suggest a different residential 
distribution pattern between health care professionals and other employees, except that medical professionals may 
be in a higher income range, providing more housing choices. Based on the existing NCYCC employee 
distribution, this is the best available information that provides data regarding the mix of employees that would be 
distributed throughout the cities of Stockton, Elk Grove, Sacramento, Lodi, Modesto, and Manteca. These areas, 
therefore, constitute the study area for the population, employment, and housing analysis provided below. 

POPULATION 

Regional Population 

NCYCC employees live primarily in communities throughout the Central Valley, with the majority in San 
Joaquin and Sacramento counties. Table 4.4-1 presents the geographic distribution of NCYCC employees (2008 
data) and the population estimates for cities that support NCYCC residents. 

Table 4.4-1 
Geographic Distribution of Northern California Youth Correctional Center Employees 

City (County) 2010 Population Number and (Percent) of Employees Residing in the City 

Elk Grove (Sacramento) 143,885 86 (8.4) 
Lodi (San Joaquin) 63,549 62 (6.0) 
Sacramento (Sacramento) 48 6,189 99 (9.6) 
Stockton (San Joaquin) 292,133 409 (39.7) 
Manteca (San Joaquin) 68,847 32 (3.1) 
Modesto (Stanislaus) 211,536 48 (4.7) 
Other Not  applicable 293 (28.5) 
Total  1,029 (100) 

Sources: CDCR 2008, DOF 2010 
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San Joaquin County’s population was estimated at 694,293 in 2010 (DOF 2010). By the year 2030, the total 
population in San Joaquin County is projected to exceed 1.1 million persons (SACOG 2004), a growth rate of 
approximately 2.4% between 2010 and 2030 and an addition of more than 405,000 people. Sacramento County 
had a 2010 population of 1,445,327 (DOF 2010), and is expected to grow to a population of more than 1.8 million 
persons by 2030 (DOF 2007), an addition of nearly 345,000 people. Between San Joaquin and Sacramento 
Counties, population of the region is expected to grow by approximately 750,000 people by 2030. 

The populations for the cities of Stockton, Elk Grove, Sacramento, Modesto, Manteca, and Lodi are briefly 
summarized below based on the most recent information from the DOF and SJCOG. 

City of Stockton 

The population of Stockton increased from 243,771 persons in 2000 to 292,133 persons in 2010, an annual 
increase of approximately 1.8% (DOF 2010). Approximately 39.7% (409) of existing NCYCC employees reside 
in Stockton. Growing at an average annual rate of 2.0%, Stockton’s population is projected to increase to 438,770 
persons by the year 2030 (SJCOG 2004). 

City of Elk Grove 

The population of Elk Grove increased from 75,762 persons in 2001 to 143,885 persons in 2010, an annual 
increase of approximately 7.4% (DOF 2010). Approximately 8.4% (86) of existing NCYCC employees reside in 
Elk Grove. Currently growing at an average annual rate of 9.1%, Elk Grove’s population is projected to increase 
to nearly 170,000 persons by the year 2025 (City of Elk Grove Transit Services 2007: ES-1). 

City of Sacramento 

The population of Sacramento increased from 407,018 persons in 2000 to 486,189 persons in 2010 (DOF 2010). 
This represents an annual growth rate of 1.8%. Approximately 9.6% (99) of existing NCYCC employees reside in 
Sacramento. The population of the City of Sacramento is projected to increase to 642,257 persons in 2035 
(SACOG 2008). 

City of Lodi 

The population of Lodi increased from 57,011 persons in 2000 to 63,549 persons in 2010, an annual increase of 
approximately 1.1% (DOF 2010). Approximately 6.0% (62) of existing NCYCC employees reside in Lodi. The 
population of the City of Lodi is projected by SJCOG to increase to 81,717 persons in 2030 (SJCOG 2004). 

City of Modesto 

The population of Modesto increased from 188,861 persons in 2000 to 211,536 persons in 2010 (DOF 2010). This 
represents an annual growth rate of 1.1%. Approximately 4.7% (48) of existing NCYCC employees reside in 
Modesto. The population of the City of Modesto is projected by the Stanislaus County Local Agency Formation 
Commission to increase to 439,750 persons in 2025 (Stanislaus County LAFCO 2007:113). 

City of Manteca 

The population of Manteca increased from 49,255 persons in 2000 to 68,847 persons in 2010 (DOF 2010). This 
represents an annual growth rate of 3.4%. Approximately 3.1% (32) of existing NCYCC employees reside in 
Manteca. The population of the City of Manteca is projected by SJCOG to increase to 108,719 persons in 2030 
(SJCOG 2004). 
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EMPLOYMENT 

In 2008, approximately 1,029 people were employed at NCYCC. These jobs are predominantly in the service 
industry. Although positions at NCYCC represent most trade services (i.e., locksmith, firefighter, plumber, 
landscaper), the majority of existing positions are correctional officers. 

The employed civilian labor force, unemployment rates, and employment opportunities for the cities of Stockton, 
Elk Grove, Sacramento, Lodi, Modesto, and Manteca are briefly summarized below based on the most recent 
census information. 

City of Stockton 

Based on the 2006–2008 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates, Stockton’s employed civilian labor 
force was approximately 128,479 persons, and the unemployment rate was 11.7% (U.S. Census Bureau 2010), 
which is a high unemployment level, but is also consistent with unemployment rates in California and the United 
States, due to a long-term and deep economic recession. Residents of Stockton are employed primarily in the 
following sectors: management and professional (27%); sales and office (25%); service (17%); production, 
transportation, and material moving (17%); construction, extraction, and maintenance (10%); and farming, 
fishing, and forestry (4%) (U.S. Census Bureau 2010). An estimated 23,798 residents of Stockton were employed 
in educational services, health care and social assistance (U.S. Census Bureau 2010), which is approximately 21% 
of the civilian labor force. 

City of Elk Grove 

Based on data from the 2006–2008 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates for the City of Elk Grove 
(U.S. Census Bureau 2010), Elk Grove’s employed civilian work force was approximately 74,413 persons, and 
the unemployment rate was 6.8% (U.S. Census Bureau 2010), which is a moderately high unemployment level. 
Residents of Elk Grove are employed primarily in the following sectors: management and professional (42%); 
sales and office (29%); service (14%); production, transportation, and material moving (8%); and construction, 
extraction, and maintenance (7%) (U.S. Census Bureau 2010). An estimated 14,492 residents of Elk Grove were 
employed in educational services, health care and social assistance (U.S. Census Bureau 2010), which is 
approximately 21% of the civilian work force. 

City of Sacramento 

Based on data from the 2006–2008 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates for the City of Sacramento 
(U.S. Census Bureau 2010), Sacramento’s employed civilian work force was approximately 226,241 persons, and 
the unemployment rate was 9.2% (U.S. Census Bureau 2010), which is a high unemployment level. Residents of 
Sacramento are employed primarily in the following sectors: management and professional (37%); sales and 
office (26%); service (19%); production, transportation, and material moving (9%); and construction, extraction, 
and maintenance (8%), with less than 1% of residents working in farming, fishing, and forestry (U.S. Census 
Bureau 2010). An estimated 41,613 residents of Sacramento were employed in educational services, health care 
and social assistance (U.S. Census Bureau 2010), which is approximately 20% of the civilian work force. 

City of Lodi 

Based on data from the 2006–2008 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates for the City of Lodi (U.S. 
Census Bureau 2010, Lodi’s employed civilian work force was approximately 30,329 persons, and the 
unemployment rate was 9% (U.S. Census Bureau 2010), which is a high unemployment level. Residents of Lodi 
are employed primarily in the following sectors: management and professional (28%); sales and office (24%); 
production, transportation, and material moving (15%); service (18%); construction, extraction, and maintenance 
(9%); and farming, fishing, and forestry (6%) (U.S. Census Bureau 2010). An estimated 5,779 residents of Lodi 
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were employed in educational services, health care and social assistance (U.S. Census Bureau 2010), which is 
approximately 21% of the civilian labor force. 

City of Modesto 

Based on data from the 2006–2008 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates for the City of Modesto (U.S. 
Census Bureau 2010), Modesto’s employed civilian work force was approximately 93,310 persons, and the 
unemployment rate was 9.6% (U.S. Census Bureau 2010), which is a high unemployment level. Residents of 
Modesto are employed primarily in the following sectors: management and professional (30%); sales and office 
(28%); service (17%); production, transportation, and material moving (15%); construction, extraction, and 
maintenance (9%); and farming, fishing, and forestry (1%) (U.S. Census Bureau 2010). An estimated 19,668 
residents of Modesto were employed in educational services, health care and social assistance (U.S. Census 
Bureau 2010), which is approximately 23% of the civilian work force. 

City of Manteca 

Based on data from the 2006–2008 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates for the City of Manteca (U.S. 
Census 2010), Manteca’s employed civilian work force was approximately 30,912 persons, and the 
unemployment rate was 9.1% (U.S. Census Bureau 2010), which is a high unemployment level. Residents of 
Manteca are employed primarily in the following sectors: sales and office (28%); management and professional 
(25%); production, transportation, and material moving (17%); service (17%); construction, extraction, and 
maintenance (12%); and farming, fishing, and forestry (>1%) (U.S. Census Bureau 2010). An estimated 4,806 
residents of Manteca were employed in educational services, health care and social assistance (U.S. Census 
Bureau 2010), which is approximately 17% of the civilian work force. 

HOUSING 

The California Department of Housing and Community Development identifies a housing shortage in a 
community if there is a vacancy rate of less than 5%. Data on housing availability and vacancy rates (combined 
total for owner-occupied and renter-occupied housing units) for the cities of Stockton, Elk Grove, Sacramento, 
Lodi, Manteca, and Modesto are provided below. As shown, there is a general housing shortage for these cities; 
with the exception of Sacramento, each city has a vacancy rate below 5%. These data do not reflect the current 
phenomenon associated with the housing market. Many of the cities listed herein are experiencing a high number 
of foreclosures of owner-occupied housing. Although this does not necessarily reflect a greater percentage of 
“vacant” housing, it does suggest that housing availability may be greater than the data indicate. 

City of Stockton 

On January 1, 2010, 97,085 housing units existed in Stockton and the vacancy rate was 4.25%. Between 2000 and 
2010, the number of occupied housing units in the city increased by 14,403 units, which is 1,440 units per year. 
The vacancy rate was 4.25% in both 2000 and 2010 (DOF 2010). The median price for homes in Stockton in June 
2010 was $130,000 (DataQuick Information Systems 2010). 

City of Elk Grove 

On January 1, 2010, 48,532 housing units existed in Elk Grove and the vacancy rate was 2.39%. Between 2001 
and 2010, the number of occupied housing units in the city increased by 22,874 units, which is 2,541 units per 
year. During that same time period, the vacancy rate increased slightly from 2.23% to 2.39% (DOF 2010). The 
most recent data show the average price for housing units in Elk Grove is $235,000 (DataQuick Information 
Systems 2010). 
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City of Sacramento 

On January 1, 2010, 195,446 housing units existed in Sacramento and the vacancy rate was approximately 5.72%. 
Between 2000 and 2010, the number of occupied housing units in the city increased by 29,679 units, which is 
2,968 units per year. During that same time period, the vacancy rate remained steady at 5.72% (DOF 2010). The 
most recent data show the median price for housing units in Sacramento is $155,000 (Dataquick Information 
Systems 2010). 

City of Lodi 

On January 1, 2010, 23,371 housing units existed in Lodi and the vacancy rate was 3.20%. Between 2000 and 
2010, the number of occupied housing units in the city increased by 1,927 units, which is 193 units per year. 
During that same time period, the vacancy rate remained steady between 3.20 and 3.21% (DOF 2010). The most 
recent data show the median price for housing units in Lodi is $155,000 (Dataquick Information Systems 2010). 

City of Modesto 

On January 1, 2010, 75,300 housing units existed in Modesto and the vacancy rate was 3.30%. Between 2000 and 
2010, the number of occupied housing units in the city increased by 7,853 units, which is 785 units per year. 
During that same time period, the vacancy rate remained steady at 3.30% (DOF 2010). The most recent data show 
the median price for housing units in Modesto is $125,000 (Dataquick Information Systems 2010).  

City of Manteca 

On January 1, 2010, 23,250 housing units existed in Manteca and the vacancy rate was 3.36%. Between 2000 and 
2010, the number of occupied housing units in the city increased by 6,102 units, which is 610 units per year. 
During that same time period, the vacancy rate remained steady at 3.36% (DOF 2010). The most recent data show 
the median price for housing units in Manteca is $204,000 (Dataquick Information Systems 2010). 

4.4.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

FEDERAL AND STATE PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

No federal or state plans, policies, regulations, or laws are relevant to the proposed projects. 

LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND ORDINANCES 

San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 

The following policies are set forth in the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 relating to employment, 
population, and housing. These policies are not directly applicable to the proposed projects. The lead agency is 
citing these policies, however, in order to assist with the determination of whether the projects’ impacts are 
significant. 

Housing 

• Policy 17: The County shall encourage an overall increase in urban residential densities to make more 
efficient use of land and facilities. 

Community Development—Economics 

• Policy 5: The County should actively promote continued industrial growth, increased recreational 
development, and a regional shopping center site adequate to serve the region’s future population. 
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• Policy 7: High intensity employment centers shall be located in urban communities where transit 
accessibility and complementary retail and commercial uses exist or are proposed. 

• Policy 10: Development which broadens the property and sales tax bases of the County shall be pursued. 

City of Stockton General Plan 2035 

The following goals and policies are set for in the City of Stockton General Plan 2035 relating to population, 
employment, and housing. These policies are not directly applicable to the proposed projects. The lead agencies 
are citing these policies, however, in order to assist with the determination of whether the projects’ impacts are 
significant. 

Housing 

► Goal HE-1: Ensure the adequate provision of sites for housing of all types, recognizing the importance of a 
jobs-to-housing ratio that encourages living and working in our community. 

• Policy HE 1.1: Availability of Land. The City shall designate sufficient vacant land for housing to 
accommodate anticipated population growth. 

► Goal HE-2: Ensure the adequate provision of housing for all economic segments of the community with 
special attention to encourage housing that is affordable to those with low/moderate-incomes. 

4.4.3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECTS 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Population and employment growth associated with implementation of the proposed projects would not, in and of 
itself, result in significant environmental impacts. However, this growth could result in significant impacts in the 
communities where the growth occurs by increasing demand for public utilities and services. The potential for the 
projects to result in secondary impacts associated with increased demand for services is evaluated in Section 4.10, 
“Public Services.” 

This discussion of population, employment, and housing impacts focuses on where project-related employees and 
their families would reside, the removal of existing housing, and the availability of housing supplies for new 
employees, their families, and other potential new residents in the area. 

These thresholds are based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section XIII. This section of Appendix G provides 
a checklist of criteria that may be considered in performing an analysis of the employment, population, and 
housing impacts of a project. The projects would result in significant employment, population, and housing 
impacts if they would: 

► induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly; 

► displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere; or 

► displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere. 

These thresholds also address the policies set forth in the San Joaquin County and City of Stockton General Plans, 
as outlined above. 
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ISSUES NOT DISCUSSED FURTHER 

The proposed projects would not include the removal of any existing housing units or residential areas. Therefore, 
no people or existing housing would be displaced. The impacts related to displacement of people or existing 
housing will not be analyzed further in this DEIR. 

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.4-1: Potential to Induce Substantial Population Growth During Construction 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Implementation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would result in short-term construction jobs, in a region 
with a relatively large labor pool and high unemployment, particularly in light of the fact that the construction 
trades are experiencing particularly high unemployment rates during the current economic downturn. The number 
of short-term construction jobs required to build the DeWitt Nelson project would peak at approximately 480. The 
project would be constructed over a period of approximately 33 months. The supply of general construction labor 
in the project vicinity (approximately 7,400 workers in the Stockton Metropolitan Statistical Area and 36,400 in 
the Sacramento–Arden-Arcade–Roseville Metropolitan Statistical Area in May 2010) is not constrained; further, 
the construction industry is in an economic downturn, suggesting an available labor pool. Therefore, it is expected 
that workers would be available to serve the project (EDD 2010a and 2010b). Because the existing labor pool 
could meet the construction needs of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project, the project would not be expected to 
induce substantial population growth or development through increased construction employment. For this 
reason, the project would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

In a region with a relatively large labor pool and high unemployment, it is anticipated that the available workforce would 
provide a pool of employees that could adequately meet the proposed DeWitt Nelson project’s short-term construction 
employment needs (up to 480 workers) without resulting in substantial in-migration of new residents to the region. This impact 
would be less than significant. (Impact 4.4-1a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

With implementation of the NCRF project, the number of short-term construction jobs required to build the 
project would peak at approximately 100. The project would be constructed over a period of approximately 
24 months. As with the proposed DeWitt Nelson project, it is expected that the existing labor pool could meet the 
construction needs of the NCRF project and that the addition of up to 100 short-term construction employment 
opportunities would not induce substantial population growth or development through increased construction 
employment. 

In a region with a relatively large labor pool and high unemployment, it is anticipated that the available workforce would 
provide a pool of employees that could adequately meet the proposed NCRF project’s short-term construction employment 
needs (up to 100 workers) without resulting in substantial in-migration of new residents to the region. This impact would be 
less than significant. (Impact 4.4-1b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 
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Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

Implementation of both projects would result in short-term construction jobs, in a region with a relatively large 
labor pool and high unemployment. The number of short-term construction jobs required to build the combined 
DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would peak at approximately 580. The projects would be constructed over a 
maximum period of approximately 33 months. 

As with the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects discussed above, it is expected that the existing labor 
pool could meet the construction needs of the combined construction needs of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF 
projects and that the addition of up to 580 short-term construction employment opportunities would not induce 
substantial population growth or development through increased construction employment. 

In a region with a relatively large labor pool and high unemployment, it is anticipated that the available workforce would 
provide a pool of employees that could adequately meet the combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities short-term 
construction employment needs (up to 580 workers) without resulting in substantial in-migration of new residents to the region. 
This impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.4-1c)  

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.4-2: Potential to Induce Substantial Population Growth by Increasing Long-Term Employment Opportunities 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson project would provide for long-term employment of approximately 450 people. Zip 
codes of NCYCC employees from 2008 were used to identify the general locations where the facility’s employees 
would be expected to live. Nearly 40% of NCYCC employees live in Stockton. Sacramento, Elk Grove, Lodi, 
Manteca, and Modesto are each home to between 3.1% and 9.6% of employees (other individual locations are 
home to less than 3% of existing NCYCC employees). When residence location is aggregated to the level of 
cities, each city offers a range of housing types, housing costs, and neighborhood types to accommodate a range 
of residents. Stockton, Sacramento, Elk Grove, Lodi, Modesto, and Manteca had a combined labor force of more 
than 583,000 people based on the most recent U.S. Census data (U.S. Census Bureau 2010). Unemployment rates 
reported by the U.S. Census are high (ranging from 6.8% in Elk Grove to 11.7% in Stockton), so it appears that 
nearby residents could fill the new positions, to the extent local residents are able to meet job qualifications. 

Moreover, after evaluating the specific circumstances surrounding the project’s employment, certain 
considerations come into play. For example, of the approximately 450 new employees, approximately two-thirds 
are expected to be correctional, administrative, and various support staff, and a third would be medical or mental 
health professionals (CDCR 2010). Correctional positions are typically filled by people with a variety of 
correctional experience, some requiring experience working at other correctional facilities, and some not. 
Typically, correctional assignments are not necessarily based on the current location of employee residence. 
In other words, correctional officers may be assigned to a facility that is outside the region in which they currently 
reside. Thus, some correctional positions may be filled by existing correctional staff members who would be 
transferred to the area. Plus, San Joaquin County is planning to expand its existing jail (located five miles west of 
the site), which would increase demand for correctional jobs and could further limit the ability to hire correctional 
staff from the local employment pool. 

Although it was reported in 2005 that a state-wide shortage in medical personnel, especially nurses, was projected 
to occur in 2010, and decline further through 2020, more current evidence suggests that the nursing shortage has 
narrowed, some evidence even indicating an oversupply of nurses in the workforce. A September 2007 Report 
titled Forecasts of the Registered Nurse Workforce in California prepared by Joanne Spetz, PhD with UC San 
Francisco’s (UCSF) Center for California Health Workforce Studies indicates that the shortage of registered 
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nurses (RNs) identified in 2005 has narrowed, and will continue to narrow in the foreseeable future, provided that 
recent expansion of RN education programs is maintained. Between 2003-2004 and 2007-2008, nursing 
graduation will have increased 68.7%, reaching a projected number of over 10,000 new RN graduates per year. 
This expansion is due to significant increases in state funding for expanded educational capacity and educational 
resources. If the expansion is maintained, California will reach the 25th percentile nationwide of the number of 
full-time equivalent (FTE) RNs per 100,000 population by 2016 (756.6 per 100,000) and will surpass the national 
average (825 per 100,000) by 2022. (It should be noted that these 2007 forecasts were based on current data at the 
time and the factors that affect RN supply and demand are unlikely to remain static.) (UCSF 2007)  

A total of up to 146 medical professionals would be employed by the project. According to the U.S. Census 
Bureau Data, approximately 110,000 people in the region are currently employed in the medical, educational and 
social assistance professions (41,613 Sacramento residents, 23,798 Stockton residents, 14,492 Elk Grove 
residents, 5,779 Lodi residents, 4,806 Manteca residents, and 19,668 Modesto residents). Jobs at the DeWitt 
facility would add 0.1% to the number of people employed in these fields. Approximately 30% of the medical 
professional positions at DeWitt are expected to be filled by current CDCR employees who transfer to the facility, 
and approximately 70% of these positions are expected to be new hires.   

UC Davis School of Medicine and UCSF School of Medicine are major medical schools in the area, both of 
which are anticipated to contribute to the local employment pool for medical staff. In addition, physicians to fill 
positions at DeWitt are expected to be recruited nationally and, if necessary, internationally, in keeping with 
current CDCR physician recruitment practices. As noted, the supply of available registered nurses is greater than 
anticipated several years ago. (In 2005, California employed 589 RNs per 100,000 people, and that number has 
increased in 2010 to an estimated 653 RNs per 100,000 people. While this is still below the national average of 
825 RNs per 100,000 people, California has made progress in this critically needed training.) Registered nurses to 
fill these positions are expected to be recruited statewide.    

The most significant shortage of medical professionals is anticipated to be in the psychiatric technician job 
classification. A Psychiatric Technician is a licensed clinician who typically works under direction of an RN, 
psychologist or psychiatrist. Licensing requires completion of a one continuous school year (12 months) 
certification program. Psychiatric technicians are in scarce supply due to the limited number of psychiatric 
educational programs, which corresponds to the limited number of psychiatric technician employment 
opportunities. As with CHCF, DeWitt will employ a large number of psychiatric technicians.   

In response to the need to fill these positions, California Prison Healthcare Services has agreed to enter into a 
contract to provide partial funding to Delta Community College to help expand its existing accredited psychiatric 
technician program. Delta plans to ramp up its psychiatric technician program over three to four years, with a goal 
of graduating 255 students over the contract term. The largest class is expected to graduate the year the Stockton 
medical facilities are opened. The goal is to expand a program that currently enrolls 15 new students each year to 
one that could handle as many as 90. Over the course of the three-year grant period, the goal is to produce 216 
licensed Psych Techs from an overall enrollment objective of 255. CDCR has also been working with San 
Joaquin Delta College deans and faculty in support of Department of Labor (DOL) grants that would also be used 
to expand Psych Tech training at the college. CDCR and the Receiver worked actively on the grant proposal for 
Delta, and lobbied for support from the Department of Mental Health (DMH), and the Psych Tech union (CAPT). 
CDCR also garnered the support of San Joaquin Workforce Investment Board for the grant and to assist with the 
program such as helping to provide support to students with such things as child care assistance. As part of 
CDCR’s contribution to the program, CDCR will provide clinical rotation sites, either at correctional facilities 
and/or DMH hospitals. Although specific sites, numbers of students that could be accommodated, and other 
considerations are not yet worked out in detail, CDCR is committed to supporting the expansion of Psych Tech 
educational programs, at Delta and at other colleges, as a proactive means of meeting the staffing requirements for 
the Stockton Facilities. 
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As part of the implementation of the CHCF Stockton project and for these two projects, CDCR has committed to 
the following elements of the San Joaquin Local Human Resources Plan, required in the CHCF Settlement 
Agreement, as follows: 

► Conduct civil service job information and application workshops in Stockton and San Joaquin County. 

► Provide Institution tours. 

► Provide periodic job information releases to local newspapers and media outlets. 

► Visit local schools to provide information and assistance in how to apply for state civil service positions. 

► Attend local job fairs in order to provide information and assistance to prospective job candidates. 

► Conduct spot testing for open (non-promotional) civil service examinations in the Stockton/San Joaquin 
County area. 

► Designate a Community Resource Manager for implementation of local outreach and education. 

► Work with local community colleges to establish training programs to supply licensed applicants to the state 
for hire (i.e., Psychiatric Technician, LVN, RN, etc.). 

► Establish working partnership with the Stockton Employment Development Department (EDD) office in 
order to enhance local recruitment efforts. 

► Establish a working partnership with city and county officials and community-based organizations, including 
the Greater Stockton Chamber of Commerce, in developing a localized recruitment effort. 

As stated in the Settlement Agreement, CDCR would continue to follow the plan for five years after construction 
of the project, and an additional five years (total of 10 years) unless the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
votes to discontinue. 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson project has the potential to stimulate the economy both directly (by providing jobs) 
and indirectly (by creating a demand for local goods and services) in the region. In general, CDCR has found that 
each correctional job creates, through local expenditures, 0.5 additional secondary jobs in the region (CDCR 
1991). This is based on relatively old data (more than a decade) and does not consider the higher salaries typically 
associated with medical professionals. Higher salaries typically translate into greater local expenditures and more 
secondary jobs. Nonetheless, this is the best available information to estimate the secondary employment impacts 
of a correctional project. Consequently, in addition to the maximum number of 450 project-related jobs, the 
proposed project is projected to generate up to 225 secondary positions (0.5 secondary job for every project job). 
Secondary jobs are typically in the retail and service industries and would be expected to be filled by local 
residents, especially given the relatively high local unemployment rate. 

Based on the existing employee distribution presented in Table 4.4-1, Stockton would be expected to receive the 
largest project-related population increase. Using the existing geographic distribution of employees, an estimated 
179 (39.7%) of the maximum number of 450 project-related employees would reside in Stockton and the 
remaining employees would be distributed throughout other adjacent communities (i.e., Elk Grove, Sacramento, 
Lodi, Manteca, and Modesto). The most recent available data show that the average household size for CDCR 
employees is 3.1 persons (CDCR 1995). This would result in a total of about 1,395 residents in employee 
households, representing less than 2% (0.2–1.7%) of the growth projections for Stockton, Sacramento, Elk Grove, 
Lodi, Manteca, and Modesto through 2020/2035 (projection end dates vary depending on the source), if all 
employees were new to the area, which is not realistic. This only represents the fraction of the expected number of 
new people moving to the region and not the percentage of the population of the region as a whole, and this does 
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not take into consideration the large number of employees hired from the local employment pool who would not 
contribute to population growth. 

The project-generated population, even if it was 100% new employees to the area, would be indistinguishable 
from expected local growth for these areas based on projections presented in Section 4.4.2. For instance, proposed 
and approved residential projects in Stockton alone, as of December 4, 2009, would add more than 29,000 single-
family units and 1,000 multifamily units to the City of Stockton (more than 30,000 total residential units). The 
California Department of Finance estimated that an average of 3.094 people reside in each household in the City 
of Stockton as of January 1, 2010. Therefore, adding 30,000 units (Stockton 2009) could result in a direct 
population increase of 92,820. Of the 1,395 residents associated with the employees of the DeWitt Nelson project, 
approximately 179 would reside in Stockton. This is less than 1% of the population increase resulting from the 
approved residential projects within the city, and, once again, this does not take into consideration the large 
number of employees hired from the local employment pool who currently reside in the local communities. It can 
be presumed that some of the housing growth planned in Stockton would be available and used by project 
employees who would be new to the area. Data are similar for the surrounding cities in the region that are 
expected to accommodate new project employees. Therefore, the project would not be expected to play a 
substantive role in the amount of housing planned in the region and would not itself stimulate new development, 
the construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts. This impact would be less than 
significant. 

The DeWitt Nelson project would provide jobs to an estimated 450 new employees for operation of the facility. Some of these 
employees would likely be new to the region. The demand for housing for new employees would be met by the surrounding 
metropolitan region within the existing housing stock and as a component of planned future growth. Because there is already 
an ample supply of housing in the region, as well as a number of planned housing projects that would construct tens of 
thousands of new homes, the population growth related to approximately 450 new employment opportunities at the DeWitt 
Nelson facility would not be sufficient to stimulate new development, the construction of which could result in significant 
environmental impacts, and the project-related population growth would be included in the growth projections of the regional 
and local communities. Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.4-2a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

The proposed NCRF-only scenario would employ an estimated 350–400 staff, including correctional officers, 
administrative, and other types of support staff.. The range of job types and incomes for the proposed project 
would be similar to the range for the existing NCYCC; therefore, similar to DeWitt Nelson, the employee 
distribution of NCYCC is assumed to be similar to NCYCC, as described above under the DeWitt Nelson-only 
discussion. Similar to the DeWitt Nelson project, the proposed NCRF is estimated to generate 0.5 additional 
secondary jobs in the region for each job at the facility (CDCR 1991). Consequently, in addition to the maximum 
number of up to 400 project-related jobs, the proposed NCRF project is projected to generate up to 200 secondary 
positions (0.5 secondary job for every project job). Secondary jobs are typically in the retail and service industries 
and would be expected to be filled by local residents, especially given the relatively high local unemployment 
rate. 

Based on the existing employee distribution presented in Table 4.4-1, Stockton would be expected to receive the 
largest project-related population increase. Using the existing geographic distribution of employees, an estimated 
159 (39.7%) of the maximum number of 400 project-related employees would reside in Stockton and the 
remaining employees would be distributed throughout other adjacent communities (i.e., Elk Grove, Sacramento, 
Lodi, Manteca, and Modesto). The most recent available data show that the average household size for CDCR 
employees is 3.1 persons (CDCR 1995). This would result in a total of about 1,240 residents in employee 
households, representing less than 2% (0.2–1.2%) of the growth projection for Stockton, Sacramento, Elk Grove, 
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Lodi, Manteca, and Modesto through 2020/2035 (projection end dates vary depending on the source), if all 
employees were new to the area, which is not realistic. This only represents the fraction of the expected number of 
new people moving to the region and not the percentage of the population of the region as a whole, and this does 
not take into consideration the large number of employees hired from the local employment pool who would not 
contribute to population growth. 

Of the 1,240 residents associated with the employees of the proposed project, approximately 159 would reside in 
Stockton. This is less than 1% of the population increase resulting from the approved residential projects within 
the city (as described above under DeWitt Nelson-only), and, once again, this does not take into consideration the 
large number of employees hired from the local employment pool who currently reside in the local communities. 
It can be presumed that some of the housing growth planned in Stockton would be available and used by project 
employees who would be new to the area. Data are similar for the surrounding cities in the region that are 
expected to accommodate new project employees. Therefore, the project would not be expected to play a 
substantive role in the amount of housing planned in the region and would not itself stimulate new development, 
the construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts. This impact would be less-than- 
significant. 

The NCRF project would provide jobs to an estimated maximum of 400 new employees for operation of the facility. Some of 
these employees would likely be new to the region. The demand for housing for new employees would be met by the 
surrounding metropolitan region within the existing housing stock and as a component of planned future growth. Because 
there is already an ample supply of housing in the region, as well as a number of planned housing projects that would 
construct tens of thousands of new homes, the population growth related to 350-400 new employment opportunities at the 
NCRF facility would not be sufficient to stimulate new development, the construction of which could result in significant 
environmental impacts, and the project-related population growth would be included in the growth projections of the regional 
and local communities. Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.4-2b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

The combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would employ a maximum total of 850 people. The types of 
employment opportunities provided at the new facility would include correctional officers, medical and mental 
health professionals, administrative, and other support staff. The proposed DeWitt Nelson project would be 
located at the NCYCC. The range of job types and incomes for both projects would be similar to the range for the 
existing NCYCC; therefore, the employee distribution of NCYCC is assumed to be similar to NCYCC, as 
described above under the DeWitt Nelson-only and NCRF-only discussions. As described above under DeWitt 
Nelson-only, the proposed DeWitt Nelson facility includes a larger percentage of medical and mental health 
professionals than is typical for a correctional facility. A large number of custody positions would likely be filled 
by existing custody staff who would be transferred to the area (due to the variety of skill-level, training, and 
education required). In addition, a large number of the medical positions may be filled by the local population 
may be limited due to the narrowing shortage of medical personnel (e.g., nurses), the local training opportunities, 
and the proximity to major medical schools, as described above under the DeWitt Nelson-only discussion. 
Therefore, in spite of the number of people in the region currently employed in medical, educational, and social 
assistance professions, as described above under DeWitt Nelson, a total of up to 146 medical professionals would 
be employed by the combined facilities, which represents a 0.1% increase in the region’s employment in this 
category. Therefore, it is likely that a large number of positions would be filled from the local employment pool, 
although the degree to which this would occur is not known. 

The proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects have the potential to directly and indirectly stimulate the 
regional economy, as described above under DeWitt Nelson-only. Assuming 0.5 additional secondary jobs 
(typically retail and services) for each correctional job (CDCR 1991), the combined projects could generate up to 
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425 secondary positions, which are typically filled by local residents, in addition to the maximum number of 850 
project-related jobs. 

As described above under DeWitt Nelson-only and NCRF-only, Stockton would be expected to receive the largest 
project-related population increase. Using the existing geographic distribution of employees, an estimated 337 
(39.7%) of the maximum number of 850 employees associated with the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 
projects would reside in Stockton and the remaining employees would be distributed throughout other adjacent 
communities . The most recent available data show that the average household size for CDCR employees is 3.1 
persons (CDCR 1995). This would result in a total of about 2,635 residents in employee households, representing 
less than 4% (0.4 – 3.2%) of the growth projection for Stockton, Sacramento, Elk Grove, Lodi, Manteca, and 
Modesto through 2020/2035 (projection end dates vary depending on the source), if all employees were new to 
the area, which is not realistic. As discussed under DeWitt Nelson-only, this only represents the fraction of the 
expected number of new people moving to the region and does not take into consideration the locally hired 
employees. 

Of the 850 residents associated with the employees of the proposed projects, approximately 337 would reside in 
Stockton. This is less than 1% of the population increase resulting from the approved residential projects within 
the city, and, once again, this does not take local hires into consideration. It can be presumed, therefore, that some 
of the housing growth planned in Stockton and surrounding areas would be available and used by the projects’ 
employees who would be new to the area. Therefore, the projects would not be expected to play a substantive role 
in the amount of housing planned in the region and would not itself stimulate new development, the construction 
of which could result in significant environmental impacts. This impact would be less than significant. 

The combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would provide jobs to an estimated 850 new employees for operation of the 
facilities. Some of these employees would likely be new to the region. The demand for housing for new employees would be 
met by the surrounding metropolitan region within the existing housing stock and as a component of planned future growth. 
Because there is already an ample supply of housing in the region, as well as a number of planned housing projects that 
would construct tens of thousands of new homes, the population growth related to approximately 850 new employment 
opportunities at the combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would not be sufficient to stimulate new development, the 
construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts, and the project-related population growth would be 
included in the growth projections of the regional and local communities. Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant 
impact (Impact 4.4-2c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.4-3: Potential to Induce Substantial Population Growth or Physical Deterioration of a Community Caused by 
the Inmate Population. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Although the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would house up to 1,133 inmates (528 special general population, 
180 general population all to be permanent work crew, 375 enhanced outpatient program, and 50 enhanced 
outpatient program administrative segregation unit inmates), they would not participate in or have access to the 
surrounding communities and they would be restricted to the facility in which they are serving their terms. 
Therefore, the new inmate population at DeWitt Nelson Facility would not directly affect nearby communities. 

Concerns have been raised that the perceived negative presence of a correctional mental health facility located on 
the site could lead to socioeconomic decline, resulting eventually in physical urban decay and deterioration of the 
surrounding community. In addition, concerns have been raised that patients’ families may relocate to the 
vicinity, that these families will have relatively low socio-economic status and/or criminal backgrounds, and that 
the presence of these families may also lead t o socioeconomic decline and urban decay.  
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The proposed project is located on a site that has supported correctional uses and a correctional population for 
several decades and is adjacent to existing correctional facilities, including the proposed CHCF facility. Thus, while 
the medical facility would be new, the use of the site for medical and correctional-related purposes would not. 

In September 2009, CDCR prepared a study titled “An Analytical Study of the Effects of California Prisons on 
Property Values, Crime Rates, and Social Services in Select Cities,” which, as the title suggests, evaluates the 
potential impacts of prisons on property values and crime rates, as well as various social and fiscal impacts 
resulting from inmate families in relocating near prisons to be near inmates (CDCR 2009). To evaluate property 
values, the study used interviews with real estate agents and a multiple-regression analysis to estimate the 
quantitative relationship between the sales price of a home (based on county assessor’s data) and distance from a 
prison property. The cities of Folsom and Vacaville were selected because both have residential properties 
adjacent to prisons. The results from the Folsom study were inconclusive because of the varying ages of the 
homes near the prison; the Vacaville study yielded better statistical results because of the relatively homogeneous 
ages of homes near the prison. The Vacaville study suggests that homes near the prison sell for more than homes 
that are more distant (CDCR 2009). This reflects that, at least, the prison does not adversely affect property 
values, which are tied closely to urban decay. If property values are maintained, blighting influences do not occur. 
The study notes that previous studies evaluating impacts of prisons on property values have also revealed no 
negative impacts and concludes that no evidence exists indicating that proximity to a prison adversely affects 
property values in these communities. 

The 2009 CDCR study analyzed whether the presence of a prison might cause an increase in crime by attracting 
criminal acquaintances of inmates. The study compared crime rates of Vacaville (location of the California 
Medical Facility and the California State Prison—Solano) and Delano (location of the North Kern State Prison 
and Kern Valley State Prison). The study found that the Delano crime rate was erratic, but, although it has 
climbed since 2004 (when a new prison was opened; an existing state prison was already in Delano), no 
association could be established between the crime rates and the opening of the new prison. However, Vacaville 
crime rates have remained below state rates since 1985, and the study found that no evidence exists that Vacaville 
crime rates are affected by the presence of prisons, which were in operation for the duration of the study period. 
The study conclude that crime rates are complex and affected by numerous social and economic factors beyond 
the control of state and local law enforcement agencies, and no evidence exists of a connection between crime 
rates and prisons in either Delano or Vacaville (CDCR 2009). 

Aside from property values and crime rates, concerns have also been raised that families of inmates will move 
into a community to facilitate frequent visitation, causing a variety of effects ranging from fiscal impacts on 
public services to socially undesirable behavior. Through surveys, the 2009 CDCR study identified the percentage 
of inmates’ family members living in the counties and cities hosting specific prisons who moved specifically to be 
near an inmate. The study also identified any abnormal fiscal or social impacts derived from their presence. 
Overall, the study found that the ratio of people who might have moved to be near an inmate at one of the four 
prisons is less than 0.5% of the total inmate population. In addition, although sample size of visitors was limited, 
the results indicate that most of the inmate family members are employed or people of retirement age (CDCR 
2009). The study concludes that because the number of inmate families that move to be near an inmate is small, 
the fiscal and social impact of such families is also presumably small (CDCR 2009). What the study could not 
address is the concern that families of inmates have a greater propensity for crime than the existing population. 
No evidence exists to support such a conclusion. However, it is a logical presumption that a family that would 
move to be closer to an inmate would do so to support the inmate and provide family support. There is no 
evidence to support a connection between this type of action and increases in crime. 

The CDCR study concludes that the location of prisons within communities does not adversely affect property 
values or crime rates, that a very small number of families move to be near an inmate, and that no evidence exists 
that such families are more prone toward criminal behavior than the population at large. 
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The existing DeWitt Nelson Youth Correctional Facility is currently vacant and deteriorating. The proposed 
project would replace this vacant, deteriorating correctional facility with a new semi-autonomous correctional 
medical and mental health facility that would provide up to 450 new jobs to the vicinity and region. Therefore, the 
proposed correctional and mental health care facility would not adversely affect the socioeconomics of the 
vicinity and would not result in urban decay or other deterioration of the community. This impact would be less 
than significant. 

The housing of 1,133 inmates, including medical and mental health patients on the DeWitt Nelson project site, would not be 
considered a substantial adverse effect because population growth in the correctional facility is not, in itself, an environmental 
effect (although it has implications related to increased demand for public utilities [e.g., water, wastewater], which are 
addressed in Section 4.12, “Utilities and Service Systems”). Other potential physical impacts on the community, including 
urban decay or other physical deterioration of a community, caused by project-related local economic decline, would not 
occur. This would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.4-3a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

The proposed NCRF project would house up to 500 inmates. Similar to DeWitt Nelson, NCRF inmates would not 
participate in or have access to the surrounding communities. Implementation of the NCRF would not result in the 
relocation of a significant number of inmate families to nearby communities given the short period of time that 
inmates stay at a reentry facility (6–12 months prior to release). Further, the reentry facility is sited in the County 
of San Joaquin to serve inmates planned to be released to the Counties of San Joaquin, Calaveras, and Amador; 
inmates are released by CDCR to the county in which they committed the crimes they are incarcerated for, and 
typically these are the towns the inmates lived in prior to incarceration. Therefore, many of the inmates’ families 
may already be located within these counties and would not need to relocate to the local area. Based on studies of 
other similar facilities, implementation of the reentry scenario would not result in the relocation of a significant 
number of families of inmates to the project area. Therefore, less than significant direct and indirect population 
and housing impacts would occur with implementation of the NCRF-only scenario, Furthermore, the new inmate 
population at the proposed NCRF Facility at Stockton would not directly affect nearby communities. 

As discussed above under DeWitt Nelson-only, concerns have been raised that the perceived negative presence of 
a reentry facility located on the site could lead to socioeconomic decline, resulting eventually in physical urban 
decay. Similar to DeWitt Nelson, the proposed NCRF project is located on a site that has supported correctional 
uses and a correctional population for several decades and is adjacent to existing correctional facilities. Thus, 
while the increase in the on-site inmate population would be new, the use of the site for correctional-related 
purposes would not. 

As discussed above under DeWitt Nelson-only, CDCR prepared a study of the potential impacts of prisons on 
property values and crime rates, as well as various social and fiscal impacts resulting from inmate families 
relocating near prisons to be near inmates (CDCR 2009). The study concludes that crime rates are complex and 
affected by numerous social and economic factors beyond the control of local law enforcement agencies, and no 
evidence exists of a connection between crime rates and prisons in Delano or Vacaville (CDCR 2009). The 2009 
study also concluded that the location of prisons within communities does not affect property values, that a very 
small number of families move to be near an inmate (less than 0.5%), and that no evidence exists that such 
families are more prone toward criminal behavior than the population at large. 

The proposed NCRF project is proposed at the site of the former NCWF which is currently unoccupied. The 
proposed project would construct and renovate this vacant correctional facility with a new reentry facility that 
would provide 350–400 new jobs to the vicinity and region. Therefore, the proposed NCRF would not adversely 
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affect the socioeconomics of the vicinity and would not result in urban decay or other deterioration of the 
community. This impact would be less than significant. 

The housing of 500 inmates at the proposed NCRF would not be considered a substantial adverse effect because population 
growth in the correctional facility is not, in itself, an environmental effect (although it has implications related to increased 
demand for public utilities [e.g., water, wastewater], which are addressed in Section 4.12, “Utilities and Service Systems”). 
Further, the reentry facility is sited in the County of San Joaquin to serve inmates planned to be released to the Counties of 
San Joaquin, Calaveras, and Amador; inmates are released by CDCR to the County in which they committed the crimes they 
are incarcerated for, and typically these are the towns the inmates lived in prior to incarceration. Other potential physical 
impacts on the community, including urban decay or other physical deterioration of a community, caused by project-related 
local economic decline, would not occur. This would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.4-3b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

Although the combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would house up to 1,633 inmates, because CDCR’s 
study concludes that the location of prisons within communities does not adversely affect property values or 
crime rates, that a very small number of families move to be near an inmate, and that no evidence exists that such 
families are more prone toward criminal behavior than the population at large, the conclusions made under the 
DeWitt Nelson-only and NCRF-only discussions would not change if both projects are implemented because the 
conclusions of the studies are not dependant on the number of beds. 

Furthermore, the former DeWitt Nelson Youth Correctional Facility and NCWF sites are currently vacant and 
deteriorating. The combined projects would renovate and replace these vacant, deteriorating correctional facilities 
with a new semi-autonomous correctional medical and mental health facility and a reentry facility that would 
provide up to 850 new jobs to the vicinity and region. Therefore, the combined facilities would not adversely 
affect the socioeconomics of the vicinity and would not result in urban decay or other deterioration of the 
community. This impact would be less than significant. 

The housing of up to 1,633 inmates under the combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF scenario would not be considered a 
substantial adverse effect because population growth in the correctional facility is not, in itself, an environmental effect 
(although it has implications related to increased demand for public utilities [e.g., water, wastewater], which are addressed in 
Section 4.12, “Utilities and Service Systems”). Other potential physical impacts on the community, including urban decay or 
other physical deterioration of a community, caused by project-related local economic decline, would not occur. This would be 
a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.4-3c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.4-4: Potential to Induce Substantial Population Growth in Specific Locations that would Necessitate 
Construction of New Housing. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

The in-migration of new employees from areas outside the identified study area would increase housing demand 
in communities near the DeWitt Nelson Facility. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that every new 
employee is new to the area and would require one housing unit. The distribution of new housing needs is 
expected to correspond with the distribution of existing NCYCC employee residences as shown in Table 4.4-1. 
As discussed in Impact 4.4-2, that is not a realistic assumption, but it does provide a worst case context for 
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considering this issue. In reality, because of the proximity to UC Davis School of Medicine and UCSF School of 
Medicine, and because the site is in a large metropolitan area with access to over 50,000 medical employees and a 
population well in excess of a million people, it is likely that a large number of positions at the project site would 
be filled from the local employment pool. 

Table 4.4-2 
Vacant Units per City 

City Vacant Units (1/1/2010) 

Stockton 4, 126 

Elk Grove 1,160 

Sacramento 1 1,186 

Lodi 74 9 

Modesto 2, 487 

Manteca 781 

Other No t Applicable 

Total 20,489 

Sources: DOF 2010 

 

Although the housing vacancy rate is considered low in the project area (less than 5% in Stockton, Elk Grove, 
Modesto, Manteca, and Lodi), except for Sacramento with a vacancy rate of 5.72%, the number of existing vacant 
housing units would total approximately 20,489 units. (4.25% vacancy x 97,085 existing housing units = 4,126 
units in Stockton; 5.72% vacancy x 195,446 existing housing units = 11,186 units in Sacramento; 2.39% vacancy 
x 48,532 existing housing units = 1,160 units in Elk Grove; 3.20% vacancy x 23,371 existing housing units = 749 
units in Lodi; 3.36% vacancy x 23,250 existing housing units = 781 units in Manteca; and 3.30% vacancy x 
75,300 = 2,487 units in Modesto.) 

Not all vacant units are available for occupancy, and the type, size, and price of vacant units might not match the 
need generated by the proposed project. However, based on the number of existing vacant units and the potential 
construction of already-approved development projects in the region (more than 30,000 total residential units), the 
housing needs of project employees could be met without inducing growth beyond that already predicted by local 
agencies. Because no single community would receive a substantial percentage increase in new residents and 
because the region offers a large housing base, the project would not substantially decrease the available housing 
stock in the region and would not result, in and of itself, in the construction of new housing in the study area. 

No single city would receive a substantial number of new residents, and the region offers a large housing base in 
addition to future housing growth. Therefore, the project would not substantially decrease the available housing 
stock in surrounding communities and would not result, in and of itself, in the construction of substantial new 
housing in the study area. For these reasons, the proposed project would not induce substantial population growth 
in specific areas. This impact would be less than significant. 

Adequate vacant housing exists to accommodate new DeWitt Nelson employees, even assuming 100% in-migration from 
outside the local region. In addition, a substantial number of approved housing units are available for construction. 
Furthermore, no single city would receive a substantial number of new residents. Therefore, the proposed DeWitt Nelson 
project would not generate substantial new growth that would necessitate new housing. The impact is less than significant. 
(Impact 4.4-4a) 
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Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

The in-migration of new employees from areas outside the identified study area would increase housing demand 
in communities near the proposed NCRF Facility at Stockton. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that 
every new employee is new to the area and would require one housing unit. The distribution of new housing 
needs corresponds with the distribution of existing NCYCC employee residences as shown in Table 4.4-1. 
As discussed in Impact 4.4-2, that is not a realistic assumption, but it does provide a worst case context for 
considering this issue. In reality, it is likely that a large number of positions at the project site would be filled from 
the local employment pool. 

As discussed under the DeWitt Nelson-only scenario above, the housing vacancy rate is considered low in the 
project area (except for Sacramento) and the number of existing vacant housing units would total approximately 
20,489 units. Not all vacant units are available for occupancy, and the type, size, and price of vacant units might 
not match the need generated by the proposed project. However, based on the number of existing vacant units and 
the potential construction of already-approved development projects in the region (over 30,000 residential units), 
the housing needs of project employees could be met without inducing growth beyond that already predicted by 
local agencies. Because no single community would receive a substantial percentage increase in new residents and 
because the region offers a large housing base, the project would not substantially decrease the available housing 
stock in the region and would not result, in and of itself, in the construction of new housing in the study area. 

No single city would receive a substantial number of new residents, and the region offers a large housing base in 
addition to future housing growth. Therefore, implementation of the NCRF project would not substantially 
decrease the available housing stock in surrounding communities and would not result, in and of itself, in the 
construction of substantial new housing in the study area. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
induce substantial population growth in specific areas. This impact would be less than significant. 

Adequate vacant housing exists to accommodate new NCRF employees, even assuming 100% in-migration from outside the 
local region. In addition, a substantial number of approved housing units are available for construction. Furthermore, no single 
city would receive a substantial number of new residents. Therefore, the proposed NCRF project would not generate 
substantial new growth that would necessitate new housing. The impact is less than significant. (Impact 4.4-4b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

The in-migration of new employees from areas outside the identified study area would increase housing demand 
in communities near the combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities at Stockton. Up to 850 new employment 
opportunities would be generated under this scenario. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that every 
new employee is new to the area and would require one housing unit. The distribution of new housing needs 
corresponds with the distribution of existing NCYCC employee residences as shown in Table 4.4-1. As discussed 
in Impact 4.4-2, that is not a realistic assumption, but it does provide a worst case context for considering this 
issue. In reality, it is likely that a large number of positions at the project sites would be filled from the local 
employment pool. 

As discussed under the DeWitt Nelson-only and NCRF-only scenarios above, the housing vacancy rate is 
considered low in the project area (except for Sacramento) and the number of existing vacant housing units would 
total approximately 20,489 units. Not all vacant units are available for occupancy, and the type, size, and price of 
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vacant units might not match the need generated by the proposed projects. However, based on the number of 
existing vacant units and the potential construction of already-approved development projects in the region (over 
30,000 residential units), the housing needs of the projects’ employees could be met without inducing growth 
beyond that already predicted by local agencies. Because no single community would receive a substantial 
percentage increase in new residents and because the region offers a large housing base, the projects would not 
substantially decrease the available housing stock in the region and would not result, in and of themselves, in the 
construction of new housing in the study area. 

No single city would receive a substantial number of new residents, and the region offers a large housing base in 
addition to future housing growth. Therefore, implementation of the Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF 
projects would not substantially decrease the available housing stock in surrounding communities and would not 
result, in and of itself, in the construction of substantial new housing in the study area. For these reasons, the 
proposed projects would not induce substantial population growth in specific areas. Therefore, this impact would 
be less than significant. 

Adequate vacant housing exists to accommodate new NCRF and DeWitt Nelson employees, even assuming 100% in-
migration from outside the local region. In addition, a substantial number of approved housing units are available for 
construction. Furthermore, no single city would receive a substantial number of new residents. Therefore, the combined NCRF 
and DeWitt Nelson projects would not generate substantial new growth that would necessitate new housing. The impact is 
less than significant. (Impact 4.4-4c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 
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4.5 GEOLOGY, SOILS, MINERAL RESOURCES, AND PALEONTOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES 

This section provides setting information and impact analyses related to geology, seismic safety, soils, mineral 
resources, and paleontology. Mitigation has been recommended to reduce or avoid significant impacts, where 
feasible. 

4.5.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

REGIONAL GEOLOGIC SETTING 

The DeWitt Nelson and NCRF sites are located in the San Joaquin Valley, which forms the southern half of the 
Central or Great Valley—a large, northwest-trending, sediment-filled trough that extends more than 400 miles 
from the Tehachapi Mountains in the south to the Cascade Range in the north. The Central Valley is a forearc 
basin composed of thousands of feet of sedimentary deposits that have undergone alternating periods of 
subsidence and uplift over millions of years. 

The Central Valley basin began to form during the Jurassic period (166 to 206 million years ago) as the Pacific 
oceanic plate was subducted underneath the adjacent North American continental plate. During the Jurassic and 
Cretaceous periods (65 to 144 million years ago) of the Mesozoic era (65–248 million years ago), the Central 
Valley existed in the form of an ancient ocean. By the end of the Mesozoic, the northern portion of the Central 
Valley began to fill with sediment as tectonic forces caused uplift of the basin. Geologic evidence suggests that 
the Sacramento Valley and San Joaquin Valley gradually separated into two separate water bodies as uplift and 
sedimentation continued. By the time of the Miocene epoch (approximately 24 million years ago), sediments 
deposited in the Sacramento Valley were mostly of terrestrial origin. In contrast, the San Joaquin Valley 
continued to be inundated with water for another 20 million years, as indicated by marine sediments dated to the 
late Pliocene (approximately 5 million years ago). By the Pleistocene epoch, the San Joaquin Valley had emerged 
from the water and was enclosed by the Sierra Nevada to the east and the Coast Ranges to the west (Bartow 
1991). Most of the surface of the San Joaquin Valley is covered with Pleistocene and recent (Holocene or last 
10,000 years of human history) alluvium. This alluvium is composed of sediments from the Sierra Nevada to the 
east and the Coast Ranges to the west, which were carried by water and deposited on the valley floor. 

LOCAL GEOLOGIC SETTING 

The DeWitt Nelson and NCRF sites are located approximately 6 miles east of the Sacramento–San Joaquin Delta 
(Delta), the confluence of the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers, which drain the northern third and the southern 
two-thirds of the Central Valley, respectively. The Stockton area is underlain by sequences of interbedded clay, 
silt, sand, and gravel deposits as much as 6 miles thick that were deposited both on land and under water during 
relatively recent geologic times. 

During the late Quaternary period (1.8 million years ago to the present) the Delta underwent several cycles, 
related to fluctuations in regional and global climate, in which periods of deposition alternated with periods of 
subsidence and erosion. Thus, the Delta region during the Pleistocene epoch (1.8 million to 10,000 years ago) 
consisted of wetlands and floodplains created as tidewaters rose in the valley from the west, areas of erosion 
caused as tidewaters receded, alluvial fans that were reworked by wind to create extensive sand dunes, and 
alluvial fans from streams flowing down from the adjacent mountain ranges (Atwater 1982, Bartow 1991). 

The DeWitt Nelson and NCRF sites are located within the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Stockton East 7.5-
Minute Quadrangle. The topography of both sites is nearly flat, at an elevation of 35–45 feet above mean sea 
level. Both project sites are located in Pleistocene-age alluvial deposits of the Modesto Formation (Wagner et al. 
1991), as discussed in greater detail below. 
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In the San Joaquin Valley, and particularly in the area of the project sites, the Modesto Formation forms alluvial 
fans of the San Joaquin River and can be divided into upper and lower members. The age of this formation has 
been placed at approximately 12,000–42,000 years Before Present (BP) by Marchand and Allwardt (1981), and 
9,000–73,000 years BP by Atwater (1982). The upper member is composed primarily of unconsolidated, 
unweathered, coarse sand and sandy silt. This unit may range in age from 9,000 to 26,000 years BP The lower 
member of the Modesto Formation is composed of consolidated, slightly weathered, well-sorted silt and fine sand, 
silty sand, and sandy silt. Age estimates for the lower member range from 29,000 to 73,000 years BP 

The Modesto Formation is underlain by older sediments of Pliocene age (5–9 million years BP), which, like the 
Modesto, consist of consolidated alluvium. 

SEISMICITY AND RELATED ISSUES 

No active or potentially active faults are located on the project sites or project vicinity as mapped under the 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Act (Fugro 2007:7). The Stockton area is subject to seismic shaking from 
fault features located 20–30 miles west of the City, and, according to the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 
(San Joaquin County 1992:III.A-7), shaking intensities on these faults may reach Modified Mercalli Intensity IX 
in Stockton. The Modified Mercalli Scale measures the intensity of physical effects associated with earthquakes. 
Intensity VIII earthquakes can damage wood frame and masonry structures built before seismic safety regulations 
and can cause chimneys, towers, columns, monuments, and walls to fall. Intensity IX earthquakes can break 
underground pipes, damage foundations, and shift buildings off of foundations (Alfors et al. 1973). 

The geotechnical report prepared for the adjacent California Health Care Facility (CHCF) project (located 
between the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson sites) in Stockton by Fugro West (Fugro) (2007), documented general 
geology, faulting, and seismicity data for the project vicinity, which includes the project sites, as well as specific 
information on regional faulting, seismic activity, and potential ground acceleration associated with seismic 
events. The findings of the Fugro report are described below. 

Faulting and Surface Rupture 

Fugro identified 40 potentially active faults considered to be seismic sources within a 63-mile radius of the NCRF 
site and DeWitt Nelson site. The closest identified “active” fault to the project site is the Great Valley fault, 
located 20.8 miles to the southwest and with a maximum earthquake magnitude of 6.7. The Great Valley Zone is 
a relatively recently recognized seismic source, within which faulting is not well defined at the surface; however, 
numerous earthquakes along the boundary between the Coast Ranges and the Central Valley have been noted 
since the 1892 Vacaville-Winters earthquake, with approximate Richter magnitudes ranging from 5.5 to 6.4. 
The zone is considered to comprise thrust faults that do not necessarily cause surface rupture. The most recent 
significant event within this zone is the 1983 Coalinga earthquake of Richter magnitude 6.7 (moment magnitude 
of approximately 6.2) (Fugro 2007:7). 

Because the sites do not lie within or immediately adjacent to an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, as 
described in the discussion of state regulations below (Fugro 2007:7), surface rupture from faulting is not 
expected to occur. 

Ground Acceleration 

Acceleration corresponds to the force applied to something that causes it to change its position or speed. 
Acceleration is measured in “g”, where 1 g corresponds to the vertical acceleration force due to gravity. During an 
earthquake, the forces vary a lot and keep changing, back and forth and side to side. These forces, if strong 
enough, can damage structures unless the structures have been specially designed. (California Geological 
Survey 2010a) 
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Based on present knowledge of the geologic conditions within the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF sites, the primary 
effect of seismic activity would be some degree of ground motion resulting from activity on nearby faults. 
The most severe ground motion would be expected to occur if there were substantial activity along the Great 
Valley Zone. Using the Probabilistic Seismic Hazards Assessment (PSHA) Models of the California Geological 
Survey (2010b), there is a 1-in-10 probability that an earthquake will occur within 50 years that would result in a 
peak horizontal ground acceleration exceeding 0.24g for alluvial site conditions (Fugro 2007:12). 

Liquefaction and Lateral Spreading 

Liquefaction can occur when loose to medium dense, granular, saturated soils, generally located within 50 feet of 
the surface, and are subjected to ground shaking. The project sites are underlain by medium dense to very dense 
sands and very stiff to hard silts and, with the exception of some isolated occurrence of perched groundwater, 
groundwater is greater than 50 feet below ground surface (bgs). Based on both sites’ soil and groundwater 
conditions, the underlying soils are not considered liquefiable (Fugro 2007:12). Because the potential for 
liquefaction is low, the potential for lateral spreading of creek, canal, lake, and basin embankments would also be 
low. 

Soil Settlement 

During a seismic event, ground shaking can cause soil to become denser, resulting in settlement of the ground 
surface. Because the soils underlying the project sites are typically medium dense to very dense and very stiff to 
hard, the potential for seismically induced settlement is low (Fugro 2007:13). 

MINERALS 

The DeWitt Nelson and NCRF sites are located within the Stockton-Lodi production-consumption region for 
Portland cement concrete–grade aggregate established by the California Division of Mines and Geology, and is 
designated as MRZ-1 (CDC 1988: Plate 10). An MRZ-1 designation means that adequate information indicates 
that no significant mineral deposits are present, or that it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence. 

SOILS 

Both project sites have been modified from their native conditions by grading for construction of the existing 
buildings, and probably for agricultural purposes before that (Fugro 2007:7). However, native soil types on the 
sites, identified in Table 4.5-1, are described in the San Joaquin County Soil Survey (USDA 1992). 
Approximately 55% of the soils on the project sites are classified as Stockton clay, approximately 35% are 
classified as Jacktone clay, and approximately 10% are classified as Hollenbeck silty clay. As shown in Exhibit 
4.5-1, Stockton clay soils are present at both the NCRF site and DeWitt Nelson site. The Jacktone clay soils are 
located at the northwest corner of the NCRF project site, in a band within the center of the DeWitt Nelson facility, 
and in a small band to the southeast of the DeWitt Nelson facility. Hollenbeck silty clay is present only on the 
eastern portion of the NCRF site. Soils on the project sites are typically clayey and deep with moderate to poor 
drainage and slow permeability. Most soils are subject to high shrink-swell hazards. 

Table 4.5-1 
Soils Data for the NCRF Site and DeWitt Nelson Site 

Name Erosion Hazard Drainage Permeability Shrink/Swell 
Potential 

Runoff 

173 Hollenbeck silty clay Slight Moderately well drained Slow High Slow 
180 Jacktone clay Slight Poorly drained Slow High Slow 
250 Stockton clay Slight Poorly drained Slow High Slow 

Sources: SCS 1992, 2010 
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Source: NRCS SSURGO 2007, AECOM 2010 
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Soil Type Exhibit 4.5-1 
The geotechnical report for the adjacent CHCF Stockton Project (Fugro 2007) found that the subsurface soils in 
the vicinity of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF sites consist predominantly of silty sand and lean clay. Groundwater 
was encountered at about 66–67 feet bgs, or about 37 feet below sea level. 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Inventory of Paleontological Resources 

Geologic maps and reports covering the geology of the project sites and vicinity were reviewed to determine the 
exposed rock units and to delineate their respective areal distributions. In addition, published and unpublished 
geological and paleontological literature was reviewed to document the number and locations of rock units 
exposed on and near the project sites, previously recorded fossil sites from those rock units, and the types of fossil 
remains each rock unit has produced. The literature review was supplemented by the results of a search of the 
archives at the University of California, Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) in Berkeley, California, on July 18, 
2008. 

Criteria for Assessing Paleontological Resources 

The potential paleontological importance of the project sites can be assessed by identifying the paleontological 
importance of exposed rock units within each site. Because topographic maps can easily delineate the areal 
distribution of a rock unit, this method can be used to delineate parts of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF sites that 
are of higher and lower sensitivity for paleontological resources or that may require monitoring during 
construction. 

A paleontologically important rock unit is one that is rated high in potential paleontological productivity and is 
known to have produced unique, scientifically important fossils. Any rock unit exposed would be rated for 
potential paleontological productivity based on the abundance and densities of fossil specimens and/or previously 
recorded fossil sites in exposures of the unit on and near the sites. Exposures of a specific rock unit at the project 
sites are most likely to yield fossil remains representing particular species in quantities or densities similar to 
those previously recorded from the unit on and near the project sites. 

An individual vertebrate-fossil specimen may be considered unique or significant if it is identifiable and well 
preserved and it is one of the following: 

► a type specimen (i.e., the individual from which a species or subspecies has been described); 

► a member of a rare species; 

► a species that is part of a diverse assemblage (i.e., a site where more than one fossil has been discovered) in 
which other species are also identifiable, and important information can be drawn about the life history of 
individuals; 

► a skeletal element different from, or a specimen more complete than, those now available for its species; or 

► a complete specimen (i.e., all or substantially all of the entire skeleton is present). 

The following tasks were completed by AECOM to establish the paleontological importance of each rock unit 
exposed at or near the project sites: 

► The potential paleontological productivity of each rock unit was assessed, based on the density of fossil 
remains previously documented within the rock unit. 
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► The potential for a rock unit exposed at each project site to contain a unique paleontological resource was 
considered. 

Inventory of Paleontological Resources and Assessment by Rock Unit 

Assessing the fossils of vertebrate mammals has helped researchers to determine the relative age of sedimentary 
deposits in alluvial fans like those at the project sites. Mammals inhabiting the Pleistocene alluvial fan and 
floodplain included mammoths, horses, mastodons, camels, ground sloths, and pronghorns. 

The Pleistocene epoch, known as the “great ice age,” began approximately 1.8 million years ago. Surveys of 
fossils of late-Cenozoic land mammals in northern California have been provided by Hay (1927), Lundelius et al. 
(1983), Jefferson (1991a, 1991b), Savage (1951), and Stirton (1939). On the basis of his survey of vertebrate 
fauna from the nonmarine late Cenozoic deposits of the San Francisco Bay region, Savage (1951) concluded that 
two major divisions of Pleistocene-age fossils could be recognized: the Irvingtonian (older Pleistocene fauna) and 
the Rancholabrean (younger Pleistocene and Holocene fauna). These two divisions of Quaternary Cenozoic 
vertebrate fossils are widely recognized today in the field of paleontology. The age of the later Pleistocene, 
Rancholabrean fauna was based on the presence of bison and on the presence of many species of mammals that 
inhabit the same area today. In addition to bison, larger land mammals identified as part of the Rancholabrean 
fauna include mammoths, mastodons, camels, horses, and ground sloths. 

Modesto Formation 

Remains of land mammals have been found in the project region at various localities in alluvial deposits referable 
to the Modesto Formation. Jefferson (1991a, 1991b) compiled a database of California late Pleistocene vertebrate 
fossils from published records, technical reports, unpublished manuscripts, information from colleagues, and 
inspection of museum paleontological collections at more than 40 public and private institutions. He listed several 
sites in San Joaquin County that have yielded Rancholabrean vertebrate fossils that could be referable to the 
Modesto Formation. Jefferson’s information corresponds with the records in the UCMP database. 

A records search of the UCMP Paleontology Collections database yielded the following information: Locality V-
5041 yielded two Pliocene-age horse specimens in sediments that underlie the Modesto Formation approximately 
1 mile north-northeast of the project sites. These specimens were recovered when a well was drilled. The well 
drilling operation went through the Modesto Formation and into sediments approximately 3 million years older 
than the Modesto Formation that underlie the NCRF site and DeWitt Nelson site at depth. 

Locality V-5107, approximately 3 miles southwest of the NCRF site and DeWitt Nelson site at Mormon Slough, 
yielded seven specimens from a Rancholabrean-age Columbian mammoth, horse, and unidentified carnivore. 
Locality V-4822 in Stockton, approximately 10 miles northwest of the project sites, yielded a Rancholabrean-age 
horse specimen. Hay (1927) reported remains of camel, horse, and mammoth at another site in Stockton. 

Several fossil specimens from a Columbian mammoth were recovered during construction activities in the Central 
Lathrop Specific Plan area, approximately 11 miles southwest of the project sites, from sediments of the Modesto 
Formation. 

Specimens from sediments referable to the Modesto Formation have been reported at other locations throughout 
the Central Valley (UCMP 2008). For example, UCMP localities V-66150, V-3315, V-4809, V-4810, V-4808, 
V4819, and V-4807, along the Delta Mendota Canal west of Tracy, yielded numerous specimens from bison, 
mammoth, ground sloth, horse, and gopher. In the same area, the Wagner’s Aqueduct site, V-70122, yielded three 
specimens from the class Osteichthyes (bony fishes). Localities V-4804 and V-4867 from the Reiche Gravel Pit, 
west of the Delta Mendota Canal, yielded three specimens of horse and mammoth remains. Locality V-66150 at 
the Tracy Gravel Pit yielded a specimen of Jefferson’s ground sloth, while locality V-3315 at the Hetch Hetchy 
Tunnel yielded remains from a Rancholabrean-age camel. 
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Locality V-81119, along Woodland Avenue near Modesto, yielded one specimen of a Rancholabrean-age camel. 
Locality V-3959, near the Tuolumne River, yielded one Rancholabrean-age horse specimen. UCMP site V-81120, 
listed as “North Avenue, Modesto,” yielded one specimen of a Rancholabrean-age bison. Locality V-72007, 
approximately 3 miles north of the Modesto city center, yielded three Rancholabrean-age specimens of 
Jefferson’s ground sloth and mammoth. 

In addition, the Tranquility site in Fresno County (UCMP V-4401) has yielded more than 130 Rancholabrean-age 
fossils of fish, turtles, snakes, birds, moles, gophers, mice, wood rats, voles, jackrabbits, coyote, red fox, grey fox, 
badger, horse, camel, pronghorn antelope, elk, deer, and bison from sediments referable to the Modesto 
Formation. 

4.5.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

FEDERAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

In October 1977, the U.S. Congress passed the Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act (Public Law 95-124) to reduce 
the risks to life and property from future earthquakes in the United States. The act established the National 
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP). This program was significantly amended in November 1990 
by the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program Act (NEHRPA) (Public Law 101-614), which refined the 
description of agency responsibilities, program goals, and objectives. 

The mission of the NEHRP is to improve understanding, characterization, and prediction of hazards and 
vulnerabilities; improve building codes and land use practices; reduce risk through postearthquake investigations 
and education; develop and improve design and construction techniques; improve mitigation capacity; and 
accelerate the application of research results. The NEHRPA designates the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency as the program’s lead agency and assigns several planning, coordinating, and reporting responsibilities. 
Other NEHRPA agencies are the National Institute of Standards and Technology, National Science Foundation, 
and USGS. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 

The Alquist-Priolo Act (California Public Resources Code Sections 2621–2630) was passed in 1972 to mitigate 
the hazard of surface faulting to structures designed for human occupancy. The act’s main purpose is to prevent 
the construction of such structures on the surface trace of active faults. The act addresses only the hazard of 
surface fault rupture and is not directed toward other earthquake hazards. The Alquist-Priolo Act requires the 
State Geologist to establish regulatory zones known as “earthquake fault zones” around the surface traces of 
active faults and to issue appropriate maps. The maps are distributed to all affected state agencies, counties, and 
cities for their use in planning efforts. Before a project can be permitted in a designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zone, cities and counties must require a geologic investigation to demonstrate that proposed buildings 
would not be constructed across active faults. 

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act 

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 (Public Resources Code Sections 2690–2699.6) addresses earthquake 
hazards from nonsurface fault rupture, including liquefaction and seismically induced landslides. The act 
established a mapping program for areas that have the potential for liquefaction, landslide, strong ground shaking, 
or other earthquake and geologic hazards. The act also specifies that the lead agency for a project may withhold 
development permits until geologic or soils investigations are conducted for specific sites and mitigation 
measures are incorporated into plans to reduce hazards associated with seismicity and unstable soils. 
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National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit 

In California, the State Water Resources Control Board administers regulations issued by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (Title 55, Section 47990 of the Code of Federal Regulations [55 CFR 47990]) that require 
stormwater-generated pollution to be permitted under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES). In turn, the board’s jurisdiction is administered through nine regional water quality control boards. 
Under these federal regulations, an operator must obtain a general permit through the NPDES Stormwater 
Program for all construction activities that would disturb 1 acre or more. This general permit requires the operator 
to implement best management practices (BMPs) to reduce sedimentation into surface waters and control erosion. 
One element of compliance with the NPDES permit is preparation of a storm water pollution prevention plan 
(SWPPP) that addresses control of water pollution, including sediment, in runoff during construction. (See 
Section 4.6, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” for more information about the NPDES and SWPPPs.) 

California Building Standards Code 

The State of California provides minimum standards for building design through the California Building 
Standards Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24). The California Building Code is based on the Uniform 
Building Code, which is used widely throughout the United States and has been modified for California 
conditions with numerous more detailed and/or more stringent requirements. 

The California Building Standards Commission coordinates, manages, adopts, and approves building codes in 
California. In July 2007, the commission adopted and published the 2006 International Building Code as the 2007 
California Building Code (CBC). This new code became effective on January 1, 2008, and updated all of the 
subsequent building codes under Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. 

The state earthquake protection law (California Health and Safety Code Section 19100 et seq.) requires that 
structures be designed to resist stresses produced by lateral forces caused by wind and earthquakes. Specific 
minimum requirements for seismic safety and structural design are set forth in Chapter 16 of the CBC. The CBC 
identifies seismic factors that must be considered in structural design. 

Chapter 18 of the CBC regulates the excavation of foundations and retaining walls, and Appendix J of the 2007 
CBC regulates grading activities, including drainage and erosion control, and construction on unstable soils, such 
as expansive soils and areas subject to liquefaction. 

California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 

The California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) (Public Resources Code, Section 2710 et seq.) 
was enacted by the Legislature in 1975 to regulate activities related to mineral resource extraction. The act 
requires local lead agencies with permitting responsibility for proposed mining projects to prevent adverse 
environmental effects caused by mining, ensure that mined lands are reclaimed for alternative land uses, and 
eliminate public health and safety hazards from the effects of mining activities. At the same time, SMARA 
encourages both the conservation and production of extractive mineral resources, requiring the State Geologist to 
identify and attach levels of significance to the state’s varied extractive resource deposits. Under SMARA, mining 
operators must adequately plan for the reclamation of mined sites for beneficial uses and provide financial 
assurances to lead agencies to guarantee that approved reclamation will actually be implemented. 

LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND ORDINANCES 

No local plan, policy, regulation, or ordinance applies to the NCRF facility and the DeWitt Nelson facility 
because the proposed facilities are entirely within state property and none of the proposed activities would 
interfere with the implementation of City or County relevant plans, policies, regulations, and ordinances adopted 
for the safe and orderly development of the city and county. 
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PROFESSIONAL PALEONTOLOGICAL STANDARDS 

No federal, state, or local plans, policies, regulations, or ordinances related to paleontological resources are 
applicable to the proposed projects. 

The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) (1995, 1996), a national scientific organization of professional 
vertebrate paleontologists, has established standard guidelines that outline acceptable professional practices in the 
conduct of paleontological resource assessments and surveys, monitoring and mitigation, data and fossil recovery, 
sampling procedures, specimen preparation, analysis, and curation. Most practicing professional paleontologists 
in the nation adhere to the SVP assessment, mitigation, and monitoring requirements, as specifically spelled out in 
its standard guidelines. The criteria for determining sensitivity of paleontological resources are described below 
under “Thresholds of Significance.” 

4.5.3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECTS 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

These thresholds are based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G; Sections VI, and XI. These sections of Appendix G 
provide a checklist of criteria that may be considered in performing an analysis of geology, soils, mineral 
resource, and paleontological impacts of a project. The projects would result in significant geology, soils, mineral 
resource, and paleontological impacts if they would: 

► expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects including loss or injury from seismic 
hazards, including earthquake fault rupture, strong seismic ground shaking, liquefaction, or landslides; 

► result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil; 

► be located on a geologic unit that is unstable or would become unstable as a result of the project; 

► be located on expansive soil; 

► have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems where sewers are not available; and/or 

► result in the loss of availability of known mineral resources that would be of future value to the region. 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

In its standard guidelines for assessment and mitigation of adverse impacts on paleontological resources, the 
SVP (1995) established 3 categories of sensitivity for paleontological resources: high, low, and undetermined. 
Areas where fossils have been previously found are considered to have a high sensitivity and a high potential to 
produce fossils. Areas that are not sedimentary in origin and that have not been known to produce fossils in the 
past typically are considered to have low sensitivity. Areas that have not had any previous paleontological 
resource surveys or fossil finds are considered to be of undetermined sensitivity until surveys and mapping are 
performed to determine their sensitivity. After reconnaissance surveys, observation of exposed cuts, and possibly 
subsurface testing, a qualified paleontologist can determine whether the area should be categorized as having high 
or low sensitivity. In keeping with the significance criteria of the SVP (1995), all vertebrate fossils are generally 
categorized as being of potentially significant scientific value. 

In accordance with Appendix G, Section V(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines, an impact of the proposed projects 
would be considered significant if project implementation would directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
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paleontological resource or site. For the purposes of this DEIR, a unique resource or site is one that is considered 
significant if it is identifiable and well preserved, and it is one of the following: 

► a type specimen (i.e., the individual from which a species or subspecies has been described); 

► a member of a rare species; 

► a species that is part of a diverse assemblage (i.e., a site where more than one fossil has been discovered) in 
which other species are also identifiable, and important information can be drawn about the life history of 
individuals; 

► a skeletal element different from or a specimen more complete than those now available for its species; or 

► a complete specimen (i.e., all or substantially all of the entire skeleton is present). 

The value or importance of different fossil groups varies depending on the age and depositional environment of 
the rock unit that contains the fossils, their rarity, the extent to which they have already been identified and 
documented, and the ability to recover similar materials under more controlled conditions (such as for a research 
project). Marine invertebrates are generally common; their fossil record is well developed and well documented, 
and they would generally not be considered a unique paleontological resource. Identifiable vertebrate marine and 
terrestrial fossils are generally considered scientifically important because they are relatively rare. 

ISSUES NOT DISCUSSED FURTHER 

Because of the NCRF site and DeWitt Nelson site and vicinity are of generally low topographic relief 
(Fugro 2007:13), and because grading the NCRF site and DeWitt Nelson site would not create unstable slopes, 
landsliding is not expected to occur. This issue is not evaluated further in the DEIR. 

No sources of potential volcanic hazards exist within the project vicinity, and the NCRF site and DeWitt Nelson 
site are substantially distant (i.e., greater than 5 miles) from any large body of water, so the project sites would not 
be exposed to potential tsunami or seiche hazards. These issues are not evaluated further in the DEIR. 

Because the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities would be provided wastewater treatment via a public 
sewer system, the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems would not be necessary; 
therefore, there would be no impact in regards to soils that are incapable of adequately supporting these systems, 
and this issue is not discussed further in this DEIR. 

Lastly, because the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities are located on soils designated MRZ-1—meaning that 
adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present, or that it is judged that little 
likelihood exists for their presence—and because the site’s soils consist primarily of clay, there would be no 
impact related to loss of mineral resources, and this issue is not discussed further in this DEIR. 

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.5-1: Exposure of People to Injury and Structures to Damage Resulting from Seismic Hazards 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

New development and renovated structures would be constructed according to the CBC and could be exposed to 
ground shaking associated with earthquakes occurring on more distant fault systems, the closest of which is 
approximately 20 miles west of the DeWitt Nelson project site. Because project design and construction would be 
required by law to conform to the CBC, which contains specific design requirements to reduce damage from 
strong seismic ground shaking, the potential hazards to people or structures from strong seismic ground shaking 
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would be less than significant. Based on the site’s soil and groundwater conditions, the soils underlying the site 
are not considered liquefiable (Fugro 2007:12). For the same reason, the potential for lateral spreading of creek 
banks and other embankments is considered low. Therefore, impacts related to damage from seismic activity 
would be less than significant. 

No active or potentially active faults are located on or near the DeWitt Nelson project site, and the site is not located in an 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. Further, project facilities would be designed to comply with the most recent 
requirements of the CBC, which has provisions for seismic safety. This would be a less-than-significant seismic hazard 
impact. (Impact 4.5-1a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

The NCRF project site could be exposed to ground shaking associated with distant fault system. The NCRF 
facilities would be required by law to conform to the CBC, which contains specific design requirements to reduce 
damage from strong seismic ground shaking. Thus, the potential hazards to people or structures from strong 
seismic ground shaking would be less than significant. Further, soil and groundwater conditions at the NCRF site 
are not considered liquefiable (Fugro 2007:12). For the same reason, the potential for lateral spreading of creek 
banks and other embankments is considered low. Therefore, impacts related to damage from seismic activity 
would be less than significant. 

No active or potentially active faults are located on or near the NCRF project site, and the site is not located in an Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. Further, project facilities would be designed to comply with the most recent requirements of the 
CBC, which has provisions for seismic safety. This would be a less-than-significant seismic hazard impact. (Impact 4.5-1b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

As discussed above, the potential hazards to people or structures from strong seismic ground shaking would be 
less than significant for both the DeWitt Nelson and the NCRF sites. For the same reasons described above, when 
combined, the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects’ impacts related to damage from seismic activity would also be 
less than significant. 

No active or potentially active faults are located on or near the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF sites and the sites are not located in 
an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. Further, project facilities would be designed to comply with the most recent 
requirements of the CBC, which has provisions for seismic safety. This would be a less-than-significant seismic hazard 
impact. (Impact 4.5-1c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 
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Impact 4.5-2: Impacts from Expansive Soils 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Expansive soils shrink and swell as moisture levels change. Over time, these volume changes can result in 
damage to any building foundations, roads, underground utilities, and other structures that are not designed and 
constructed appropriately to resist the changing soil conditions. Changes in the volume of expansive soils also can 
result in the consolidation of soft clays after the lowering of the water table or the placement of fill. Placing 
buildings on unstable soils can result in structural failure. 

The Jacktone and Stockton soil associations found on the DeWitt Nelson project site have high clay content and 
are subject to development limitations associated with high shrink-swell potential, slow permeability, and low 
bearing strength. The expansive soils properties could affect the stability of the foundations of the new lethal 
electrified fence and structures. As a state agency, CDCR is required to construct all new facilities in accordance 
with CBC standards. These standards are therefore part of the project’s design, and require that appropriate soils 
and geotechnical reports be prepared and site-specific engineering design measures be implemented to 
appropriately minimize adverse impacts related to expansive soil conditions on the site. Therefore, impacts related 
to expansive soils would be less than significant. 

Although expansive soil properties are located on the DeWitt Nelson site, CDCR would design all on-site facilities in 
accordance with CBC design standards, which regulate grading activities including construction on expansive soils. Thus, 
appropriate site-specific engineering design measures would be required by law to minimize any potential expansive soils 
impacts. This impact would be less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.5-2a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

The Hollenbeck, Jacktone and Stockton soil associations found on the NCRF project site have high clay content 
and are subject to development limitations associated with high shrink-swell potential, slow permeability, and low 
bearing strength. The expansive soils properties could affect the stability of the foundations of the new lethal 
electrified fence and structures. As a state agency, CDCR is required to construct all new facilities in accordance 
with CBC standards. These standards are therefore part of the project’s design, and require that appropriate soils 
and geotechnical reports be prepared and site-specific engineering design measures be implemented to 
appropriately minimize adverse impacts related to expansive soil conditions on the site. As discussed above, 
under the DeWitt Nelson Only discussion, conformance with these standards would avoid adverse impacts related 
to expansive soils. This impact would be less than significant. 

Although expansive soil properties are located on the NCRF site, CDCR would design and construct all structures in 
accordance with CBC design standards, which regulate grading activities including construction on expansive soils. Thus, 
appropriate site-specific engineering design measures would be required to minimize potential impacts related to expansive 
soils. This impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.5-2b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

As discussed above, the Hollenbeck, Jacktone and Stockton soil associations found on the NCRF site and DeWitt 
Nelson site have a high clay contact and are subject to development limitations associated with high shrink-swell 
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potential, slow permeability, and low bearing strength. The expansive soils properties could affect the stability of 
the foundations of the new lethal electrified fences and structures. As a state agency, CDCR is required to 
construct all new facilities in accordance with CBC standards. As discussed above, conformance to these 
standards would minimize adverse impacts related to expansive soils, and the impact would be less than 
significant. 

Although expansive soil properties are located on the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF sites, CDCR would design and construct all 
structures in accordance with CBC design standards, which regulate grading activities including construction on expansive 
soils. Thus, appropriate site-specific engineering design measures would be required to minimize adverse impacts related to 
expansive soils. This impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.5-2c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.5-3: Potential Impacts from Temporary, Short-term Erosion and Loss of Topsoil 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Proposed site improvements would result in the disturbance (i.e., major soil disturbance from activities such as 
grading and excavation) of up to 30 acres. Although the DeWitt Nelson project site is relatively flat, construction 
activities would temporarily disturb soil and would expose disturbed areas to storms. Rain of sufficient intensity 
could dislodge soil particles from the soil surface. Once particles are dislodged and the storm is large enough to 
generate runoff, localized erosion could occur. In addition, soil disturbance during the summer months could 
result in loss of topsoil because of wind erosion. As a state agency, CDCR would be required to comply with all 
federal and state requirements pertaining to stormwater quality and erosion. As described in the Project 
Description (under Water Quality Protection) and in Section 4.7, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” CDCR would 
prepare a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) and would implement appropriate best management 
practices (BMPs) to appropriately control stormwater on the DeWitt Nelson site during construction activities. 
The SWPPP would identify construction techniques to reduce the potential for runoff, including minimizing site 
disturbance, controlling water flow over construction sites, stabilizing bare soil, ensuring proper site cleanup, and 
establishing permanent vegetative cover to reduce erosion by slowing runoff velocities, trapping sediment, and 
enhancing filtration and transpiration. In addition, the SWPPP would specify the erosion and sedimentation 
control measures to be implemented to minimize discharge of sediment into nearby drainage conveyances, such 
as silt fences, trench plugs, terraces, water bars, seeding and mulching, staked straw bales or wattles, sediment/silt 
basins and traps, geofabric, sandbag dikes, and temporary vegetation. To further control erosion and runoff, 
drainage swales, ditches, and earth dikes could convey surface runoff down sloping land, intercept and divert 
runoff to a watercourse or channel, prevent sheet flow over sloped surfaces, prevent runoff accumulation at the 
base of a grade, and avoid the potential for flood damage along roadways and facility infrastructure. 
Implementation of the SWPPP would minimize adverse impacts related to short-term erosion and loss of topsoil, 
and the impact would be less than significant.  

Because CDCR would implement appropriate stormwater controls in accordance with federal and state requirements that 
would reduce potential runoff during construction, the DeWitt Nelson project would result in less-than-significant impacts 
related to soil erosion. (Impact 4.5-3a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 



CDCR  NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects 
Geology, Soils, Mineral Resources, and Paleontology 4.5-14 DEIR 

NCRF Only 

Constructing site improvements in preparation for the conversion of the existing buildings, development of 
ancillary facilities, and expansion of the parking area would disturb up to 5 acres. Although the NCRF project site 
is relatively flat, construction activities would temporarily disturb soil and would expose disturbed areas to 
storms. As discussed above, rain of sufficient intensity could dislodge soil particles from the soil surface and 
generate runoff, which could result in localized erosion. Soil disturbance during the summer months could also 
result in loss of topsoil because of wind erosion. As a state agency, CDCR would be required to comply with all 
federal and state requirements pertaining to stormwater quality and erosion. As described above and in Section 
4.7, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” CDCR would prepare a SWPPP and would implement appropriate BMPs to 
appropriately control stormwater on the NCRF site during construction activities. 

Because CDCR would implement appropriate stormwater controls in accordance with federal and state requirements that 
would reduce potential runoff during construction, the NCRF project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to 
soil erosion. (Impact 4.5-3b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

Constructing site improvements in preparation for the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would disturb 
up to 30 acres. Although the NCRF site and DeWitt Nelson site are relatively flat, construction activities would 
temporarily disturb soil and would expose disturbed areas to storms. As discussed above, rain of sufficient 
intensity could dislodge soil particles from the soil surface and generate runoff, which could result in localized 
erosion. Soil disturbance during the summer months could also result in loss of topsoil because of wind erosion. 
As a state agency, CDCR would be required to comply with all federal and state requirements pertaining to 
stormwater quality and erosion. As described in the Project Description (under Water Quality Protection) and in 
Section 4.7, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” CDCR would prepare a SWPPP and would implement appropriate 
BMPs to appropriately control stormwater on the DeWitt Nelson site and NCRF site during construction 
activities. 

Because CDCR would implement appropriate stormwater controls in accordance with state requirements that would reduce 
potential runoff during construction, the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would result in less-than-significant impacts 
related to soil erosion. (Impact 4.5-3c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.5-4: Potential Damage to Unknown, Potentially Unique Paleontological Resources 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

The DeWitt Nelson project site is currently developed with vacant buildings. Project-related earthmoving 
activities are not expected to be deep enough to encounter Pliocene-age rock formations that could contain fossils. 

However, the entire DeWitt Nelson project site is underlain by younger Pleistocene-age sediments of the Modesto 
Formation, which is considered a paleontologically sensitive rock unit under SVP guidelines (1995). The 
Pleistocene sediments overlay older Pliocene sediments. As discussed in detail in Section 4.5.1, “Existing 
Conditions,” in addition to the 3 UCMP-recorded vertebrate fossil localities and two unrecorded fossil localities 
in the project vicinity, specimens from sediments referable to the Modesto Formation have been reported at other 
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locations throughout the Central Valley (UCMP 2008). The fact that vertebrate fossils have been recovered near 
the DeWitt Nelson project site and other recorded vertebrate fossil localities have been recorded throughout the 
San Joaquin Valley, and that all have been in sediments referable to the Modesto Formation, suggests that 
additional similar fossil remains could be uncovered during construction-related earthmoving activities at the 
project site. Therefore, vertebrate fossils could be damaged during construction, including demolition, at the 
DeWitt Nelson project site. This impact would be potentially significant. 

The DeWitt Nelson project site is underlain by younger Pleistocene-age sediments of the Modesto Formation, which is 
considered a paleontologically sensitive rock under SVP guidelines (1995). The potential exists for damage to vertebrate 
fossils during construction-related activities at the project site. This would be a potentially significant impact to 
paleontological resources. (Impact 4.5-4a) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.5-4a 

Before the start of grading, excavation, or demolition, whichever comes first, at the NCRF and DeWitt 
Nelson locations, CDCR will retain a qualified paleontologist or archaeologist to alert all construction 
personnel involved with earthmoving activities, including the site superintendent, about the possibility of 
encountering fossils. The appearance and types of fossils likely to be seen during construction will be 
described. Construction personnel will be trained about the proper notification procedures should fossils 
be encountered. If paleontological resources are discovered during earthmoving activities, the 
construction crew will be directed to immediately cease work in the vicinity of the find and notify the 
CDCR Project Director. CDCR will retain a qualified paleontologist to evaluate the resource and prepare 
a mitigation plan in accordance with SVP guidelines (1996). The mitigation plan may include a field 
survey, construction monitoring, sampling and data recovery procedures, museum storage coordination 
for any specimen recovered, and a report of findings. Recommendations determined by CDCR to be 
necessary and feasible will be implemented before construction or demolition activities can resume at the 
site where the paleontological resources were discovered. 

Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce potentially significant impacts related to 
potential damage to unique paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level because construction 
workers would be alerted to the possibility of encountering paleontological resources, and if resources 
were encountered, fossil specimens would be recovered and recorded and would undergo appropriate 
curation. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts related to potential damage to unique 
paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level because construction workers would be alerted to the 
possibility of encountering paleontological resources, and if resources were encountered, fossil specimens would 
be recovered and recorded and would undergo appropriate curation. 

NCRF Only 

The NCRF project site is currently developed with buildings. Project-related earthmoving activities are not 
expected to be deep enough to encounter Pliocene-age rock formations that could contain fossils. 

However the entire NCRF project site is underlain by younger Pleistocene-age sediments of the Modesto 
Formation, which is considered a paleontologically sensitive rock unit under SVP guidelines (1995). The 
Pleistocene sediments overlay older Pliocene sediments. Therefore, vertebrate fossils could be damaged during 
construction, including demolition, at the NCRF project site. This impact would be potentially significant. 

The NCRF project site is underlain by younger Pleistocene-age sediments of the Modesto Formation, which is considered a 
paleontologically sensitive rock under SVP guidelines (1995). The potential exists for damage to vertebrate fossils during 
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construction-related activities at the project site. This would be a potentially significant impact to paleontological resources. 
(Impact 4.5-4b) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.5-4 b 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.5-4a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts related to potential damage to unique 
paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level because construction workers would be alerted to the 
possibility of encountering paleontological resources, and if resources were encountered, fossil specimens would 
be recovered and recorded and would undergo appropriate curation. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

As discussed above, project-related earthmoving activities under both the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF 
projects are not expected to be deep enough to encounter Pliocene-age rock formations that could contain fossils. 

However, both project sites are underlain by younger Pleistocene-age sediments of the Modesto Formation, which 
is considered a paleontologically sensitive rock unit under SVP guidelines (1995). The Pleistocene sediments 
overlay older Pliocene sediments. Therefore, vertebrate fossils could be damaged during construction, including 
demolition, at the NCRF site and DeWitt Nelson site. This impact would be potentially significant. 

The DeWitt Nelson and NCRF site and DeWitt Nelson site are underlain by younger Pleistocene-age sediments of the 
Modesto Formation, which is considered a paleontologically sensitive rock under SVP guidelines (1995). The potential exists 
for damage to vertebrate fossils during construction-related activities at the NCRF site and DeWitt Nelson site. This would be 
a potentially significant impact to paleontological resources. (Impact 4.5-4c) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.5-4c 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.5-4a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of the Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.5-4a would reduce potentially significant impacts related 
to potential damage to unique paleontological resources, as described under Impacts 4.5-4a, b, and c, to a less-
than-significant level because construction workers would be alerted to the possibility of encountering 
paleontological resources, and if resources were encountered, fossil specimens would be recovered and recorded 
and would undergo appropriate curation. 
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4.6 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

This section evaluates the potential for the project to expose construction workers and future occupants to existing 
hazards and hazardous materials, and surrounding residences and other land uses to project-related hazards and 
hazardous materials. This analysis is based on review of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) 
Envirofacts Web site database and the California Department of Toxic Substances Control’s (DTSC’s) EnviroStor 
Web site. Information from the Final Hazardous Materials Investigation Report, Karl Holton State Youth 
Facility, Stockton, California prepared by Fugro West, Inc. (Fugro 2007:2-9) was also reviewed and incorporated 
into this section as appropriate (the former Karl Holton facility is located adjacent to both project sites). No other 
hazardous waste assessments have been prepared for the proposed project sites. In addition, no other reports, 
studies, or documents related to environmental investigations, site conditions, past operations, or hazardous 
materials contamination at the project sites are available. Groundwater quality degradation impacts of the 
proposed projects are addressed in Section 4.7, “Hydrology and Water Quality” of this DEIR. 

4.6.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The project sites are surrounded by agricultural fields and the existing facilities of the Northern California Youth 
Correctional Center (NCYCC). Littlejohns Creek lies about one-quarter mile south of the DeWitt Nelson site. The 
creek flows in a west-southwest direction and discharges into Lone Tree Creek. Forward Landfill operated by 
Forward, Inc. is approximately one-half mile south of the DeWitt Nelson facility. 

The nearest school to both the DeWitt Nelson site and the NCRF site is a youth corrections-related school located 
within the O.H. Close Youth Correctional Facility (O.H. Close). NCYCC consists of four CDCR Division of 
Juvenile Justice (DJJ) correctional facilities, including the O.H. Close facility. The O.H. Close facility, the school 
arm of the California Youth Authority’s youth correctional facility, is located behind a security perimeter adjacent 
to and northeast of the proposed DeWitt Nelson facility. The next nearest school, Venture Academy Charter 
School, is located nearly two miles west of the project sites. Other uses in the area consist primarily of agriculture, 
rural residences, and industrial facilities. 

DEWITT NELSON SETTING 

The DeWitt Nelson facility would be located at the former DeWitt Nelson Youth Correctional Facility. The youth 
facility originally opened in 1972. The facility was closed in June 2008 and has remained unused since that time. 
Prior to construction and operation of the youth facility, the project site was presumably cultivated for agricultural 
uses. 

A former automotive maintenance facility and paint spray booth (currently permitted by SJVAPCD) are located 
on the grounds of the former DeWitt Nelson Youth Correctional Facility. No soil staining or other signs of soil 
contamination were noted on the site during a site visit conducted by Ascent Environmental Inc. (Ascent) on 
April 12, 2010 (though no formal survey for contamination or other hazardous materials has been conducted 
specifically for the DeWitt Nelson site). 

NCRF SETTING 

The proposed NCRF facility would be located at the former Northern California Woman’s Facility, adjacent to 
and north of NCYCC. The NCWF was opened in 1986 and closed in 2003, but the facility was re-opened and 
converted to a correctional officer training center called the Richard A. McGee Correctional Training Center 
Annex (CTCA) in 2006. The CTCA closed in 2008. Prior to construction and operation of the NCWF, the project 
site was presumably cultivated for agricultural uses. 
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Ascent staff visited the NCRF site on July 29, 2009. No signs of soil contamination were observed during the 
survey (although no formal survey for contamination or other hazardous materials has been conducted specifically 
for the NCRF site). 

KARL HOLTON STATE YOUTH FACILITY HAZARDOUS MATERIALS REPORT 

Adjacent to both the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF project sites is the former Karl Holton Youth Correctional 
Facility, which is the site of the approved future California Health Care Facility (CHCF), Stockton. A hazardous 
materials investigation report prepared by Fugro (Fugro 2007:2-9) documents an investigation of site soils, 
groundwater, and building materials for the potential presence of environmental contamination and hazardous 
materials at the Karl Holton Facility. This report included the results of a Phase II environmental site assessment 
(Young, pers. comm., 2008). Additionally, Fugro subcontracted with SCA Environmental, Inc., to conduct a 
hazardous materials survey of the site’s existing building materials. 

The purposes of the report were to document “recognized environmental conditions” on the project sites related to 
the area’s current and historical uses and to evaluate the potential for a release of hazardous materials that could 
significantly affect the site’s environmental conditions. Recognized environmental conditions are the presence or 
likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products on a property under conditions that indicate an 
existing release, past release, or material threat of a release into structures at the property or into the ground, 
groundwater, or surface water at the property. This term includes hazardous substances or petroleum products 
even under conditions in compliance with laws (ASTM 2009). 

The Karl Holton Youth Correctional Facility is one of four facilities comprising the NCYCC, and is generally 
similar in size, age, purpose, and function to the DeWitt Nelson facility. The NCWF facility (NCRF site) is of 
newer vintage and construction. The report identified concentrations of arsenic and trichloroethylene (TCE) in 
well water samples that were above EPA standards, as well as some petroleum-related soil contamination 
associated with the automotive maintenance facility on the Karl Holton site. Asbestos and lead were also 
identified to be present in building materials on the Karl Holton site. Although the findings of the 2007 hazardous 
materials investigation report for the Karl Holton Youth Correctional Facility were made only in with regard to 
that facility, the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson sites, several of the findings (i.e., groundwater contamination) are 
generally relevant to the proposed project sites, and building materials are similar to the DeWitt Nelson facility. 

HAZARDS RELATED TO HEALTH CARE SERVICES FACILITIES 

The DeWitt Nelson project site includes a health care component (although unlike the adjacent CHCF Stockton, 
the project’s purpose is not solely dedicated to prison health care), and the NCRF conversion includes 
construction of a new 16,500 square-foot medical building. The hazards posed by chemicals, and infectious 
agents used or present in health care facilities, vary. Some chemicals can pose physical hazards, such as chemical 
burns, or health hazards, such as poison, which could potentially result in acute or chronic illnesses. The 
properties and health effects of different chemicals are unique to each chemical and risks vary depending on the 
extent to which an individual is exposed. Exposure to biohazardous materials can result in a range of illnesses, 
depending on the infectious agent encountered. Some infections can result in short-term discomfort, which can be 
easily treated or go away by themselves. Other illnesses can cause serious acute effects and result in dangerous 
disruption of life functions. Some chronic diseases may or may not be curable or treatable, and some diseases may 
be communicable. In all these cases, the risks posed by the hazardous materials depend on the potential for 
exposure. 

HAZARDS RELATED TO AIRPORTS AND AIRPORT LAND USE PLAN 

The project sites are located within the Stockton Metropolitan Airport’s “area of influence” (San Joaquin County 
1993:26). Although the sites are located within the area of influence, the project sites are over one mile east of the 
airport’s runway safety area, runway object-free area, and building restriction line. An airport obstruction analysis 
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is required by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for a project that is within 20,000 feet of a public use or 
military airport, if the project exceeds a 100:1 surface from any point on the runway of an airport with at least one 
runway more than 3,200 feet. The proposed project sites are located approximately 9,000 feet northeast of the end 
of the nearest runway (which is longer than 3,200 feet). At this distance, in order to require an airport obstruction 
analysis, project structures would need to be at least 90 feet tall (9,000 feet at the 100:1 slope). The proposed 
projects do not include any structures taller than 90 feet and, therefore, an obstruction analysis would not be 
required. The risk of airport hazards is therefore considered to be low. 

4.6.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

Federal, state, and local regulations have been enacted to prevent or mitigate damage to public health and safety 
and the environment from airport-related hazards and the release of hazardous substances into the workplace or 
the environment, and to protect human health and environmental resources from existing contamination. 
The following federal, state, and local regulations are relevant to the proposed projects. 

FEDERAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

Hazardous Materials 

The EPA is the agency primarily responsible for enforcement and implementation of federal laws and regulations 
pertaining to hazardous materials. Relevant federal regulations pertaining to hazardous materials are contained 
mainly in CFR Titles 29, 40, and 49. Hazardous materials, as defined in the CFR, are listed in 49 CFR Section 
172.101. Management of hazardous materials is governed by the following laws: 

► Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) (42 U.S. Code [USC] §6901 et seq.); 

► Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA, also called 
the Superfund Act) (42 USC §9601 et seq.); and 

► Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986 (Public Law 99–499). 

These laws and associated regulations include specific requirements for facilities that generate, use, store, treat, 
and/or dispose of hazardous materials. EPA provides oversight and supervision for federal Superfund 
investigation/remediation projects, evaluates remediation technologies, and develops hazardous materials disposal 
restrictions and treatment standards. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

RCRA establishes a framework for national programs to achieve environmentally sound management of both 
hazardous and non-hazardous wastes. RCRA was designed to protect human health and the environment, 
reduce/eliminate the generation of hazardous waste, and conserve energy and natural resources. RCRA also 
promotes resource recovery techniques. A waste can legally be considered hazardous if it is classified as ignitable, 
corrosive, reactive, or toxic. Under RCRA, EPA regulates hazardous waste from the time that the waste is 
generated until its final disposal (“cradle to grave”). The Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 
(HSWA) both expanded the scope of RCRA and increased the level of detail in many of its provisions. The 
Hazardous Waste Management subchapter of the RCRA deals with a variety of issues regarding the management 
of hazardous materials including the export of hazardous waste, state programs, inspections of hazardous waste 
disposal facilities, enforcement, and the identification and listing of hazardous waste. 
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CERCLA and SARA 

Hazardous substances are a subclass of hazardous materials. They are regulated under the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act (SARA). Under CERCLA, EPA has authority to seek out the parties responsible for releases 
of hazardous substances and ensure their cooperation in site remediation. CERCLA also provides federal funding 
(the “Superfund”) for remediation. SARA Title III, the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act, 
requires companies to declare potential toxic hazards to ensure that local communities can plan for chemical 
emergencies. EPA maintains a National Priority List of uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste sites 
identified for priority remediation under the Superfund program. EPA also maintains the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) database, which contains 
information on hazardous waste sites, potential hazardous waste sites, and remedial activities across the nation. 

Toxic Substances Control Act 

The Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976 (15 USC 2605) banned the manufacture, processing, distribution, and 
use of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in totally enclosed systems. PCBs are considered hazardous materials 
because of their toxicity; they have been shown to cause cancer in animals, along with effects on the immune, 
reproductive, nervous, and endocrine systems, and studies have shown evidence of similar effects in humans. The 
EPA Region 9 PCB Program regulates remediation of PCBs in several states, including California. 40 CFR 
Section 761.30(a) (1) (VI) (A) states that all owners of electrical transformers containing PCBs must register their 
transformers with EPA. Specified electrical equipment manufactured between July 1, 1978, and July 1, 1998, that 
does not contain PCBs must be marked by the manufacturer with the statement “No PCBs” (Section 761.40(g)). 
Transformers and other items manufactured before July 1, 1978, containing PCBs must be marked as such. 

Chemical Accident Prevention 

The provisions of Part 68 of the Code of Federal Regulations set forth the list of regulated substances and 
thresholds, the petition process for adding or deleting substances from the list of regulated substances, the 
requirements for owners or operators of stationary sources concerning the prevention of accidental releases, and 
the State accidental release prevention programs approved under Section 112(r) of the Clean Air Act. The 
California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) Program is the State adaptation of this federal regulation. The 
list of federally regulated substances and federally regulated flammable substances and their threshold quantities 
can be accessed online from the State’s Office of Emergency Services’ web site, http://www.oes.ca.gov. 

Emergency Planning Community Right-to-Know Act 

The Emergency Planning Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) was included under the SARA law and is 
commonly referred to as SARA Title III. EPCRA was passed in response to concerns regarding the environmental 
and safety hazards posed by the storage and handling of toxic chemicals. EPCRA establishes requirements for 
federal, state and local governments, Indian tribes, and industry regarding emergency planning and “Community 
Right-to-Know” reporting on hazardous and toxic chemicals. SARA Title III requires states and local emergency 
planning groups to develop community emergency response plans for protection from a list of extremely 
hazardous substances (40 CFR §355 Appendix A). The Community Right-to-Know provisions help increase the 
public’s knowledge and access to information on chemicals at individual facilities, their uses, and releases into the 
environment. In California, SARA Title III is implemented through the CalARP. 

Hazardous Materials Transportation Act 

The transportation of hazardous materials is regulated by of the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act (HMTA) 
(49 CFR), which is administered by the Research and Special Programs Administration (RSPA) of the U.S. 
Department of Transportation (DOT). HMTA provides DOT with a broad mandate to regulate the transport of 
hazardous materials, with the purpose of adequately protecting the nation against risk to life and property which is 
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inherent in the commercial transportation of hazardous materials. The HMTA governs the safe transportation of 
hazardous materials by all modes, excluding bulk transportation by water. RSPA carries out these responsibilities 
by prescribing regulations and managing a user-funded grant program for planning and training grants for states 
and Indian tribes. DOT regulations that govern the transportation of hazardous materials are applicable to any 
person who transports, ships, causes to be transported or shipped, or who is involved in any way with the 
manufacture or testing of hazardous materials packaging or containers. DOT regulations pertaining to the actual 
movement of hazardous material govern every aspect of the movement, including packaging, handling, labeling, 
marking, placarding, operational standards, and highway routing. Additionally, DOT is responsible for developing 
curriculum to train for emergency response, and administers grants to states and Indian tribes for ensuring the 
proper training of emergency responders. HMTA was enacted in 1975 and was amended and reauthorized in 
1990, 1994, and 2005. 

Worker Safety 

The U.S. Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) Hazard Communication Standard (29 CFR 
§1910.1200) requires that workers be informed of the hazards associated with the materials they handle. For 
instance, manufacturers must appropriately label containers, Material Safety Data Sheets must be available in the 
workplace, and employers must properly train workers. Workers at hazardous waste sites must receive specialized 
training and medical supervision according to the Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response 
(HAZWOPER) regulations (29 CFR §1910.120). 

The OSHA Bloodborne Pathogens Standard requires the use of Universal Precautions (handling all human blood 
and certain body fluids as if they contain infectious agents) in the workplace. Operation of the proposed projects 
would require compliance with these federal and state safety standards and practices regarding workplace safety 
and providing a safe and healthy environment for patient care. 

Asbestos and Lead 

Renovation and demolition of asbestos contaminated buildings is subject to U.S. EPA National Emissions 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) and U.S. OSHA worker health and safety regulations. 
Asbestos is the common name for a variety of naturally occurring, fibrous silicate minerals mined for uses 
including thermal insulation, acoustic insulation, and fire-proofing. When asbestos is inhaled it may become 
lodged in the lungs. Resulting health effects include: asbestosis, characterized by irritation and scarring of lung 
tissue; mesothelioma, a rare form of cancer that targets the lung, chest, abdomen, and heart; and lung cancer 
(EPA 2008a). 

The U.S. EPA regulates environmental lead through several statutes, including the Toxic Substances Control Act, 
RCRA, and EPCRA. The U.S. OSHA regulates workplace lead exposure. People may be exposed to lead by 
eating or inhaling soil or other contaminated media. In adults, lead poisoning can cause reproductive problems, 
high blood pressure, hypertension, nerve disorder, memory and concentration problems, and muscle and joint 
pain. In children, high levels of lead absorption can result in developmental problems, such as damage to the 
brain, learning difficulties, slowed growth, headaches, and hearing problems (EPA 2008b). 

Safe Drinking Water Act 

Under the Safe Drinking Water Act (Public Law 93-523), passed in 1974, EPA regulates contaminants of concern 
to domestic water supply. Contaminants of concern relevant to domestic water supply are defined as those that 
pose a public health threat or that alter the aesthetic acceptability of the water. These types of contaminants are 
regulated by EPA’s primary and secondary maximum contaminant levels (MCLs), which are applicable to treated 
water supplies delivered to a distribution system. MCLs and the process for setting these standards are reviewed 
triennially. Amendments to the Safe Drinking Water Act enacted in 1986 established an accelerated schedule for 
setting MCLs for drinking water. 
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EPA has delegated to the California Department of Public Health (CDPH) the responsibility for administering 
California’s drinking-water program. CDPH is accountable to EPA for program implementation and for adopting 
standards and regulations that are at least as stringent as those developed by EPA. The applicable state primary 
and secondary MCLs are set forth in Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 15, Article 4 of the California Code of 
Regulations. 

Airport Overflight Hazards: Federal Aviation Regulations Part 77 

The Federal Aviation Regulations, or FARs, are rules prescribed by the FAA governing all aviation activities in 
the United States. The FARs are part of Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). The FARs are 
organized into sections called “parts” due to their organization within the CFR Part 77, “Objects Affecting 
Navigable Airspace,” and have been adopted as a means of monitoring and protecting the airspace required for 
safe operation of aircraft and airports. Objects that exceed certain specified height limits constitute airspace 
obstructions. CFR Part 77 Section 77.13 requires that FAA be notified of proposed construction or alteration 
activities within a specified vicinity of an airport. The following Section 77.13 and 77.17 regulations are relevant 
to the proposed projects: 

Sec. 77.13 Construction or alteration requiring notice. 

(a) Except as provided in Sec. 77.15, each sponsor who proposes any of the following construction or 
alteration shall notify the Administrator in the form and manner prescribed in Sec. 77.17: 

(2) Any construction or alteration of greater height than an imaginary surface extending outward and upward 
at one of the following slopes: 

(i) 100 to 1 for a horizontal distance of 20,000 feet from the nearest point of the nearest runway of each 
airport specified in paragraph (a)(5) of this section with at least one runway more than 3,200 feet in actual 
length, excluding heliports. 

(5) Any construction or alteration on any of the following airports (including heliports): 

(i) An airport that is available for public use and is listed in the Airport Directory of the current Airman’s 
Information Manual or in either the Alaska or Pacific Airman’s Guide and Chart Supplement. 

Sec. 77.17 Form and time of notice. 

(a) Each person who is required to notify the Administrator under Sec. 77.13(a) shall send one executed form 
set (four copies) of FAA Form 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration, to the Manager, 
Air Traffic Division, FAA Regional Office having jurisdiction over the area within which the 
construction or alteration will be located. Copies of FAA Form 7460-1 may be obtained from the 
headquarters of the Federal Aviation Administration and the regional offices. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 

DTSC, a division of the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA), has primary regulatory 
responsibility over hazardous materials in California, working in conjunction with the U.S. EPA to enforce and 
implement hazardous materials laws and regulations. DTSC can delegate enforcement responsibilities to local 
jurisdictions. The hazardous waste management program enforced by DTSC was created by the Hazardous Waste 
Control Act (California Health and Safety Code Section 25100 et seq.), which is implemented by regulations 
described in CCR Title 26. The state program thus created is similar to, but more stringent than, the federal 
program under RCRA. The regulations list materials that may be hazardous and establish criteria for their 
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identification, packaging, and disposal. Environmental health standards for management of hazardous waste are 
contained in CCR Title 22, Division 4.5. In addition, as required by California Government Code Section 65962.5, 
DTSC maintains a Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List for the state, called the Cortese List. 

Hazardous Materials Handling and Transport 

The California Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Law of 1985 (Business Plan Act) 
requires preparation of Hazardous Materials Business Plans and disclosure of hazardous materials inventories. 
A business plan includes an inventory of hazardous materials handled, facility floor plans showing where 
hazardous materials are stored, an emergency response plan, and provisions for employee training in safety and 
emergency response procedures (California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.95, Article 1). 
Statewide, DTSC has primary regulatory responsibility for management of hazardous materials, with delegation 
of authority to local jurisdictions that enter into agreements with the state. Local agencies are responsible for 
administering these Business Plan Act regulations. 

Several state agencies regulate the transportation and use of hazardous materials to minimize potential risks to 
public health and safety, including the Cal/EPA and the Governor’s Office of Emergency Services. The California 
Highway Patrol and California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) enforce regulations specifically related to 
the transport of hazardous materials. Together, these agencies determine container types, used and license 
hazardous waste haulers for hazardous waste transportation on public roadways. 

Hazardous Waste Control 

The California Hazardous Waste Control Act (HWCA) regulates the generation, treatment, storage, and disposal 
of hazardous waste (California Health and Safety Code Section 2510 et seq.). Hazardous waste is any material or 
substance that is discarded, relinquished, disposed of, or burned, or for which there is no intended use or reuse, 
and the material or substance causes or significantly contributes to an increase in mortality or illness; or the 
material or substance poses a substantial present or potential hazard to human health or the environment. These 
materials or substances include spent solvents and paints (oil and latex), used oil, used oil filters, used acids and 
corrosives, and unwanted or expired products (pesticides, aerosol cans, cleaners, etc.). If the original material or 
substance is labeled Danger, Warning, Toxic, Caution, Poison, Flammable, Corrosive or Reactive, the waste is 
very likely to be hazardous. 

Regulatory Definitions for Hazardous Waste 

“Hazardous waste” is a subset of hazardous materials and is defined as “wastes that, because of their quantity, 
concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, may either cause, or significantly contribute to, 
an increase in mortality or an increase in serious illness, or pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human 
health or the environment when improperly treated, stored, transported, disposed of, or otherwise managed.” 
(California Health and Safety Code Section 25517.) Hazardous materials can be categorized as non-radioactive 
chemical materials, radioactive materials and biohazardous materials. Non-radioactive chemical materials 
typically fall within the definitions of hazardous materials and hazardous waste, as defined above. Radioactive 
and biohazardous materials are further defined below: 

► Biohazardous materials are materials that contain certain infectious agents (microorganisms, bacteria, molds 
parasites, viruses) that normally cause or significantly contribute to increased human mortality, or organisms 
that are capable of being communicated by invading and multiplying in body tissues (Health and Safety Code 
Section 117635). 

► Medical waste includes both byproducts of biohazardous materials, and devices capable of cutting or piercing 
(commonly referred to as “sharps”), such as hypodermic needles, razor blades, and broken glass, resulting 
from the diagnosis, treatment, or immunization of human beings, or research pertaining to these activities 
(Health and Safety Code Section 117690). 
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► Radioactive materials contain atoms with unstable nuclei that spontaneously emit ionizing radiation to 
increase their stability. Radioactive wastes are radioactive materials that are discarded, including waste in 
storage, or abandoned (Health and Safety Code, Section 114710) 

Government Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese List) 

The provisions of Government Code Section 65962.5 are commonly referred to as the “Cortese List.” The Cortese 
List is a planning document used by the State and local agencies to comply with CEQA requirements in providing 
information about the location of hazardous materials release sites. Government Code Section 65962.5 requires 
Cal/EPA to develop and updated the Cortese List annually, at a minimum. DTSC is responsible for a portion of 
the information contained in the Cortese List. Other California state and local government agencies are required to 
provide additional hazardous material release information for the Cortese List. The project sites are not listed on 
the Cortese List (CalEPA 2008). 

Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan 

The Governor’s Office of Emergency Services (OES) adopted the 2007 State Hazard Mitigation Plan (SHMP) on 
October 8, 2007. The SHMP is the official statement of California’s statewide hazard mitigation goals, strategies, 
and priorities. Hazard mitigation can be defined as any action taken to reduce or eliminate long-term risk to life 
and property by natural and human-caused disasters. The plan, required under federal law, includes chapters on 
hazard assessment, local hazard mitigation planning, and mitigation strategy and must be updated every 3 years. 

Public Health and Worker Safety Requirements 

The California Human Health Screening Levels (CHHSLs) are concentrations of 54 hazardous chemicals in soil 
or soil gas that the Cal/EPA considers to be below thresholds of concern for risks to human health. The CHHSLs 
were developed by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) on behalf of Cal/EPA. 
The thresholds of concern used to develop the CHHSLs are an excess lifetime cancer risk of one-in-one-million  
(10-6) and a hazard quotient of 1.0 for noncancer health effects. The CHHSLs were developed using standard 
exposure assumptions and chemical toxicity values published by the EPA and Cal/EPA. 

The California Division of Occupational Safety and Health (Cal/OSHA) is responsible for developing and 
enforcing workplace safety standards and assuring worker safety in the handling and use of hazardous materials. 
Among other requirements, Cal/OSHA requires many entities to prepare Injury and Illness Prevention Plans and 
Chemical Hygiene Plans, and provides specific regulation to limit exposure of construction workers to lead. 

The California Department of Public Health (DPH) (formerly California Department of Health Services) regulates 
the generation, handling, storage, treatment, and disposal of medical waste in accordance with the California 
Medical Waste Management Act (MWMA, California Health and Safety Code Sections 117600–118360). Under 
the MWMA, medical waste generators are required to register with the California Department of Public Health, 
Medical Waste Management Program, and submit a Medical Waste Management Plan to the local enforcement 
agency. 

The use of radiologic materials is governed by the Radiologic Health Branch (RHB) of the California Department 
of Public Health’s Food, Drug, and Radiation Safety Division. The branch enforces the laws and regulations 
indicated below designed to protect the public, radiation workers, and the environment. 

► Radiation Control Law (Health and Safety Code Section 114960 et seq.) 
► Radiologic Technology Act (Health and Safety Code Section 27[f])  
► Nuclear Medicine Technology Certification (Health and Safety Code Sections 107150–107175) 

Regulations implementing the above laws are in Title 17, Division 1, Chapter 5, Subchapters 4.0, 4.5, and 4.6 of 
the California Code of Regulations. 
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The Dangerous Weapons Control Laws (Title 2 of Part 4 of the California Penal Code) are enforced by the 
California Department of Justice and lay out specific “safe storage” requirements for firearms and other weapons. 

State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards 

The SWRCB and nine RWQCBs are responsible for ensuring implementation and compliance with the provisions 
of the federal Clean Water Act and the State Porter-Cologne Act. The Porter-Cologne Act of 1969 is California’s 
statutory authority for the protection of water quality. Along with the SWRCB and RWQCBs, water quality 
protection is the responsibility of numerous water supply and wastewater management agencies, as well as city 
and county governments, and requires the coordinated efforts of these various entities. Individual RWQCB’s are 
responsible for identifying, monitoring, and cleaning up leaking underground storage tanks. The Central Coast 
RWQCB’s underground storage tank cleanup unit provides technical and regulatory oversight for the 
investigation and cleanup of sites with leaks from USTs. Leaking USTs are a significant threat to groundwater 
and pose a potential threat to human health, safety, and the environment. 

Airport Land Use 

The state regulates airports under the authority of the Airport Land Use Commission Law, Section 21670 et seq. 
of the California Public Utilities Code. The California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook published by the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (Caltrans 2002) supports this law by 
providing compatibility planning guidance to ALUCs, counties and cities having jurisdiction over airport area 
land uses, and airport proprietors. CEQA requires that when a project is situated within an airport land use 
compatibility plan or within 2 miles of a public airport where no such plan exists, that the California Airport Land 
Use Planning Handbook be used as a technical resource in evaluating airport safety hazards (Public Resources 
Code Section 21096(a).  

The Airport Land Use Commission Law is implemented through ALUCs, which are required in every county with 
a public use airport or with an airport served by a scheduled airline. Under the provisions of the law, the ALUC 
has certain responsibilities conferred upon it and specific duties to perform. Among these are preparing airport 
land use plans for each of the airports within its jurisdiction (California Public Utilities Code Sections 21674(c) 
and 21675(a)). The California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook describes 6 airport safety compatibility 
zones. These airport safety zones have been developed to reflect the geographic pattern of aircraft accident risks. 

Fire Hazard Severity Zones 

Public Resources Code Sections 4201-4204, and Government Code Sections 51175–51189, require identification 
of fire hazard severity zones within the state of California. Fire prevention areas considered to be under state 
jurisdiction are referred to as “state responsibility areas.” In state responsibility areas, the California Department 
of Forestry and Fire Protection ( CAL FIRE)is required to delineate 3 hazard ranges: moderate, high, and very 
high; whereas “local responsibility areas,” which are under the jurisdiction of local entities (e.g., cities, counties), 
are required to only identify very high fire hazard severity zones. The hazard ranges are measured quantitatively 
based on: vegetation, topography, weather, crown fire potential (a fire’s tendency to burn upwards into trees and 
tall brush), and ember production and movement within the area of question. 

LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND ORDINANCES 

San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department 

The San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department regulates the cleanup of contaminated properties in 
its jurisdiction in coordination with Cal/EPA. 
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San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 

The following policies are set forth in the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 Hazardous Materials and 
Wastes Element relating to the safe use, manufacture, production, transportation, storage, treatment, disposal, and 
cleanup of hazardous materials and wastes. These policies are not directly applicable to the proposed projects. The 
lead agency is citing these policies, however, in order to assist with the determination of whether the projects’ 
impacts are significant. 

• Policy 1: Hazardous materials and wastes shall not contaminate air or water resources or soils. 

• Policy 2: The use, storage and disposal of hazardous materials and wastes shall be controlled to prevent 
harm to individuals. 

• Policy 3: Land uses and structures which contain hazardous materials or wastes which may be a safety 
hazard for nearby areas shall be located away from existing and planned populated areas. 

• Policy 4: The use of hazardous materials and the creation of hazardous wastes shall be minimized. 

• Policy 5: All development shall be consistent with the County’s Waste Management Plans. 

City of Stockton General Plan 2035 

The following goal and policies are set forth in the City of Stockton General Plan 2035 relating to health and 
safety. These policies are not directly applicable to the proposed projects. The lead agency is citing these policies, 
however, in order to assist with the determination of whether the projects’ impacts are significant. 

► Goal HS-5: To minimize the risk to City residents and property associated with the transport, distribution, 
use, and storage of hazardous materials. 

• Policy HS-5.2: Hazardous Materials. The City shall require that hazardous materials are used, stored, 
transported, and disposed of within the city in a safe manner and in compliance with local, State, and 
Federal safety standards. 

• Policy HS-5.3: Designated Routes for Hazardous Materials Transport. The City shall restrict 
transport of hazardous materials within the city to routes that have been designated for such transport. 

• Policy HS-5.4: Hazardous Materials Management. The City shall cooperate with the County in the 
identification of hazardous material users (both large and small scale) and in the development of an 
inspection process and hazardous materials management plan. 

• Policy HS-5.8: Compatibility with Surrounding Land Uses. The City shall use the development review 
process to ensure compatibility between hazardous material users and surrounding land use. 

• Policy HS-5.9: Hazardous Materials Studies. The City shall ensure that the proponents of new 
development projects address hazardous materials concerns through the preparation of Phase I or Phase II 
hazardous materials studies for each identified site as part of the design phase for each project. 
Recommendations required satisfying Federal or State cleanup standards outlined in the studies will be 
implemented as part of the construction phase for each project. 
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4.6.3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECTS 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

These thresholds are based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section VIII. This section of Appendix G provides 
a checklist of criteria that may be considered in performing an analysis of the hazards and hazardous materials 
impacts of a project. The projects would result in significant hazard and hazardous materials impacts if they 
would: 

► create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials; 

► create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment; 

► result in hazardous emissions or require handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school; 

► be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Section 
65962.5 of the California Government Code and, as a result, would create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment; 

► result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area, where the project is located within 
an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or 
public-use airport; 

► result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area, where the project is located near a 
private airstrip; 

► impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan; or 

► expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, including 
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands. 

ISSUES NOT DISCUSSED FURTHER 

The project sites would not be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the California Government Code. Therefore, this issue is not evaluated further in 
this section. 

The nearest airport to the proposed project sites is the Stockton Metropolitan Airport located 1.5 miles west. The 
proposed projects would, therefore, not require an airport obstruction analysis and would not result in hazards 
associated with an airport, and this impact is not discussed further in this DEIR. See Section 4.9, “Noise,” of this 
DEIR for noise impacts associated with the airport, and Section 4.8, “Land Use and Agricultural Resources,” of 
this DEIR for discussion regarding the proposed project’s relationship to the San Joaquin County Airport Land 
Use Plan. Based on a review of available maps and information, no private airstrips are located in the immediate 
vicinity of the project sites, and safety issues related to private airstrips are not evaluated further in this DEIR. 

The NCYCC has a facility-wide disaster emergency plan and also works cooperatively with the County’s OES. 
Both the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would have their own plans and participate in an overarching disaster 
emergency plan that would be developed for all CDCR facilities, and would also coordinate with the OES. 
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Because the OES generally oversees large-scale emergency and disaster response plans, coordination with OES 
would ensure that the projects would not interfere with these plans. Therefore, the proposed projects would be 
consistent with, and would not result in interference with adopted emergency response or evacuation plans, and 
this issue is not evaluated further in this section. Additional issues related to site access and circulation are 
addressed in Section 4.11, “Transportation,” of this DEIR. 

The project sites and vicinity are relatively flat and vegetation is generally either irrigated and harvested or 
regularly disced. According to the CAL FIRE Fire Hazard Severity Zone Map for San Joaquin County, the project 
area is located in an “Unzoned” area (CAL FIRE 2007). Therefore, the project sites would not expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires and this issue will not be discussed 
further in this DEIR.  

METHODOLOGY 

The following reports and materials were reviewed in assessing the potential for hazardous conditions at the 
project sites: 

► plans for the proposed project; 

► federal and state websites, including U.S. EPA’s Envirofacts Web site database and DTSC’s EnviroStor Web 
site; 

► relevant elements from the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 and City of Stockton General Plan 2035; 
and 

► Final Hazardous Materials Investigation Report, Karl Holton State Youth Facility Stockton, California 
(Fugro 2007:2-9). 

AECOM searched EPA’s Envirofacts Web site (EPA 2010) and EnviroMapper to identify any known existing 
hazardous material storage/use or any existing or historic contamination on the project sites and in the project 
vicinity. Project activities were evaluated against the hazardous materials information gathered from the above 
sources to determine whether any risks to public health and safety or other conflicts would occur. The Envirofacts 
Web site presents information from several regulatory agencies and databases, including those for EPA, DTSC, 
and the Governor’s OES. AECOM used the EnviroMapper to depict graphically whether EPA maintains any 
information in Envirofacts about the project sites. AECOM also checked DTSC’s EnviroStor Web site 
(DTSC 2010), which maps properties regulated by DTSC where extensive investigation and/or cleanup actions 
are planned or have been completed at permitted facilities and cleanup sites. According to these web sites, the 
project sites were not listed in any of the regulatory databases (EPA 2010, DTSC 2010). According to the EPA 
Envirofacts database, the Forward Landfill is listed as an operating facility, with a RCRA legal operating status of 
“Post-closure permitted – Closed with waste in place.” The landfill is also listed on the DTSC’s EnviroStor Web 
site in addition to a leaking underground fuel tank (LUFT) cleanup site listed on Newcastle Road within a half a 
mile to the west of the locations. 

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.6-1: Creation of Hazards to a Nearby School, the General Public, or the Environment through the Routine 
Use, Transport, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

As mentioned above under “Environmental Setting,” the nearest school to both the DeWitt Nelson site and the 
NCRF site is a youth corrections-related school located within the O.H. Close. The O.H. Close School is located 
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within one-quarter mile from the DeWitt Nelson site. The next nearest school, Venture Academy Charter School, 
is located nearly 2 miles west of the project sites. 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson project would result in the renovation of existing housing units and construction of 
new buildings and infrastructure to accommodate a 1,133-bed medical and mental health facility. The project also 
includes a firing range south of the DeWitt Nelson boundary, near the existing retention basin, just north of the 
Forward Landfill. Construction of these facilities would involve the storage, use, and transport of hazardous 
materials (e.g., asphalt, fuel, lubricants, and paint). Operation would also involve the routine transport of common 
hazardous materials (e.g., cleaning fluids, solvents, paints, fuels, household chemicals, weapons, ammunition) on 
and off the site. Facilities maintenance activities would require the use of various common hazardous materials, 
including cleaners (which may include solvents and corrosives, in addition to soaps and detergents); paints; 
pesticides and herbicides; fuels (e.g., diesel); and oils and lubricants. Transportation of hazardous materials on 
area roadways is regulated by the California Highway Patrol and Caltrans, whereas use of these materials is 
regulated by DTSC, as outlined in Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations. 

The project-related effects of hazardous materials handled on-site would generally be limited to the immediate 
areas where materials would be located because this is where exposure would most likely occur. Accordingly, the 
individuals most at risk would be the employees at the medical and mental health facility, firing range, facilities 
and maintenance employees, inmates, or others in the immediate vicinity of hazardous materials. The routes 
through which these individuals could be exposed include inhalation, contact, ingestion, and injection. Exposure 
could occur as a result of an accident involving hazardous materials. Aside from accidents possibly occurring on-
site, accidents during hazardous materials or hazardous waste transport to and from the site could expose 
individuals and the environment to risks at some distance from the site. However, federal and state laws set 
occupational safety standards to minimize worker safety risks from both physical and chemical hazards in the 
workplace. The proposed facility would be operated in compliance with these federal and state safety standards 
and practices regarding workplace safety and providing a safe and healthy environment for inmates and state 
employees. For the most part, the health and safety procedures that protect workers and other individuals in the 
immediate vicinity of hazardous materials would also protect the more distant community and environment. 

In addition, the proposed medical component is estimated to generate approximately 560 pounds of medical waste 
within a 1-month period (Keeter pers. comm., 2010). Therefore, this facility would qualify as a “Large Quantity 
Generator” and would be required to register with DPH, which includes preparation of a Medical Waste 
Management Plan (including an emergency action plan complying with DPH regulations), as well as annual 
inspections from DPH. The project’s participation would ensure that all medical waste generated at the project 
site is handled, transported, stored, and disposed of in a manner consistent with the Medical Waste Management 
Act (MWMA). 

Health care facilities typically generate, store, use, and dispose of various types of hazardous waste such as 
biohazardous waste, pharmaceutical waste, and other toxic chemicals associated with medical instruments, 
including radioactive waste from X-ray machines (although X-ray machines do not involve radioactive 
substances, they are regulated as radioactive materials). With respect to radioactive hazards, the Radiologic 
Health Branch of the DPH’s Food, Drug, and Radiation Safety Division is responsible for providing public health 
functions associated with administering a radiation control program. This includes licensing of radioactive 
materials, registration of X-ray-producing machines, certification of medical and industrial X-ray and radioactive 
material users, inspection of facilities using radiation, investigation of radiation incidents, and surveillance of 
radioactive contamination in the environment. X-ray machines used as part of the proposed medical and mental 
health facility operation would require licensing from the Radiologic Health Branch of the California Department 
of Public Health, and the operations of the machines, including radioactive waste disposal, would be required to 
meet the branch’s requirements. To maintain a radioactive materials license, an institution must meet training and 
radiation safety requirements and be subject to routine inspections. 
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Hazardous materials specific to correctional uses are generally limited to firearms, ammunition, and other 
miscellaneous weaponry, such as tear gas and pepper spray canisters. Due to the use of these weapons, as well as 
operation of a firing range, the DeWitt Nelson facility would include an armory for the safe and secure storage of 
firearms, ammunitions, and miscellaneous weaponry. The armory would be constructed to meet the “safe storage” 
requirements of California’s Dangerous Weapons Control Laws (Title 2 of Part 4 of the California Penal Code) as 
regulated by the California Department of Justice.  

With regard to the firing range, two potential hazards are generally associated with firing ranges: safety hazards 
from firing weapons (e.g., miss-fires or overshot of firearms) and hazardous material handling of ammunition 
including regular maintenance activities of the ammunition berm and bullet trap. The firing range would be 
oriented such that all ammunition would be fired away from the nearby school at O.H. Close facilities, as well as 
the other correctional/residential/industrial uses in the project vicinity. The firing range would be staffed with 
trained range masters during all hours of operation to ensure that weapons are discharged in full compliance with 
all relevant federal, state, and local regulations. CDCR designs and operates its ranges to assure that discharged 
rounds cannot escape the confines of the facility; the design of these facilities is guided by a “zero blue sky” 
criteria that guarantee there is no opening to the sky from the position of the firing line. At the downrange end of 
the facility a large berm (18-feet tall) and containment trap receives the bullets or other projectiles. The 
containment trap is supplemented by a series of overhead baffles spaced between the firing line and containment 
trap. The baffles, through which a bullet cannot pass, block a view of the sky; the bottom of the baffles is below 
the top of the impact berm and containment trap. The baffles prevent a stray round from leaving the confines of 
the firing lines.  

The design of the firing range provides for a total containment of bullets and bullet fragments to prevent lead 
contamination. The trap catches bullets and bullet fragments in a de-acceleration chamber and deposits them into 
a containment canister. Lead dust is also collected by means of a vacuum unit in the de-acceleration chamber. All 
runoff from the firing range would enter the proposed storm water drainage system. Further, CDCR will develop a 
firing range operation and maintenance plan that includes provisions for periodic range maintenance, periodic 
cleanup procedures (i.e. sweeping), and hazardous and non-hazardous waste disposal procedures, and periodic 
removal of lead and other materials from bullet traps, soil berms, and permeable floor areas. At a minimum, the 
plan will ensure that operations at the firing range comply with relevant State and local regulations pertaining to 
the handling of hazardous materials including regulations enacted by DTSC, RWQCB, DPH, and Cal/OSHA. 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson conversion project includes medical and correctional uses; therefore, it is expected that the 
proposed facilities would use hazardous materials during project operation. Use of hazardous materials at the site would be 
conducted in compliance with federal and state regulations, and all project-related hazardous materials and associated 
activities are regulated by various government agencies. Because the DeWitt Nelson project would implement and comply 
with existing regulations concerning the routine transport, use, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials, the impact to 
nearby schools, the general public, and the environment would be considered less than significant.  

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

The NCRF site is located within one-half mile of the O.H. Close School. The proposed NCRF conversion project 
would involve construction and operation of similar types of facilities as described for the DeWitt Nelson 
scenario, including a new 16,500 square-foot medical building, an armory, and maintenance and support facilities. 
However, the NCRF project does not include construction and operation of a firing range. Construction, 
operation, and maintenance of these facilities would involve the same types of activities and practices as 
described above for the DeWitt Nelson facility.  
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The proposed NCRF conversion project would include medical and correctional uses; therefore, it is expected that the 
proposed facilities would use hazardous materials during project operation. Use of hazardous materials at the site would be in 
compliance with federal, state, and local regulations, and all project-related hazardous materials and associated activities are 
regulated by various government agencies. Because the NCRF project would implement and comply with existing regulations 
concerning the routine transport, use, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials, the impact to nearby schools, the 
general public, and the environment would be considered less than significant. (Impact 4.6-1b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Under the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson scenario, all of the facilities mentioned above would be 
constructed and operated on CDCR property. Construction, operation, and maintenance of these facilities would 
involve the same types of activities and practices as described above for each individual facility. 

The combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities would include medical, fire suppression, and correctional uses; therefore, it 
is expected that the proposed facilities would use hazardous materials during project operation. Use of hazardous materials at 
the site would be in compliance with federal, state, and local regulations, and all project-related hazardous materials and 
associated activities are regulated by various government agencies. Because the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 
facilities scenario would implement and comply with existing regulations concerning the routine transport, use, handling, and 
disposal of hazardous materials, the impact to nearby schools, the general public, and the environment would be considered 
less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.6-2: Exposure of Construction Workers and the Environment to Hazardous Materials. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Construction-related activities, such as the use of equipment that contains hazardous materials (e.g., diesel-fueled 
equipment), the excavation and transportation of contaminated soil, and the demolition and renovation of existing 
aged structures, could expose construction workers and the environment to hazardous materials. Development of 
the DeWitt Nelson project facilities would involve grading, excavation, and construction of several new facilities. 
Potential sources of hazardous materials that exist within the project footprint are described below. 

Unknown USTs and Environmental Contamination 

Unknown or undocumented underground storage tanks (USTs) may exist in the project area, and could be 
discovered during proposed construction and grading activities. Uncovering an undocumented UST could expose 
construction workers to contaminated soils, could damage equipment, or cause injury to construction workers. 
Furthermore, the presence of contamination in on-site soils could create a potentially significant environmental or 
health hazard if left in place. The developed and undeveloped land associated with the DeWitt Nelson project 
could also contain petroleum hydrocarbons, tetrachloroethylene (TCE), Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds 
(SVOCs), and fuel oxygenates from other past activities. 

Aged Structures 

Because of the age of the DeWitt Nelson buildings and structures, there is a possibility that lead-based paint 
(LBP) and asbestos containing materials (ACM) may be present in building materials. In addition, electrical 
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switches, light ballasts, and transformers containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) may also be present. 
If allowed to deteriorate, these materials could result in localized lead and asbestos contamination. Further, any 
renovation activities would encroach upon structures containing these materials, which could cause a release to 
the environment. These materials could also become airborne during demolition and renovation activities and 
create a hazard for construction workers at the site. Exposure to asbestos and/or lead as well as PCBs could lead 
to adverse health effects. 

Former Agricultural Land Uses 

A Phase I ESA has not been prepared for the existing DeWitt Nelson facility; however, agricultural activities 
were and are currently common in the project area and these activities often involve application of pesticides, 
herbicides, and chemical fertilizers. Residual agricultural chemicals such as these may still exist as a result of past 
agricultural operations on-site and include chlorinated pesticides, carrier fluids (i.e., petroleum hydrocarbon 
based), and heavy metals. Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would require excavation and other earth-
moving activities that may result in exposure of construction workers to hazardous agricultural chemicals. 
Additionally, buried agricultural structures, such as drainage pipelines, may exist below the ground surface. 
Excavation and grading activities may result in the unearthing of the structures, which could damage equipment 
or cause injury to construction workers. 

Contaminated Groundwater 

As described under Section 4.7 “Hydrology and Water Quality,” PCE was found in concentrations above EPA’s 
maximum contaminant level (MCL) of 5.0 micrograms per liter (μg/l) in two samples collected on March 26, 
2007, from an indoor faucet at another NCYCC facility. The PCE concentrations were 7.0 µg/l and 7.2 µg/l, 
respectively. The PCE is believed to have migrated from the Forward Landfill. On December 8, 2008, the Central 
Valley RWQCB issued a cleanup and abatement order (Central Valley RWQCB 2008) to Forward Inc., operator 
of the Forward Landfill (located to the south of the DeWitt Nelson project site). This followed several prior 
regulatory actions pertaining to contamination of groundwater beneath NCYCC. In 2003, the Central Valley 
RWQCB adopted waste discharge requirements in Orders R5-2003-0049 and R5-2003-0080 to implement revised 
corrective actions and to remediate groundwater contamination associated with the landfill. The measures, 
however, were found to be insufficient to control the plume and remediate the release of groundwater pollutants 
from the landfill. In April 2007, the California Department of Health Services (now DPH), Division of Drinking 
Water and Environmental Management, issued a citation to the NCYCC for failure to comply with the drinking-
water standards for tetrachloroethylene (Central Valley RWQCB 2008:¶13 and 17). The RWQCB’s December 
2008 cleanup and abatement order requires Forward Inc. to, among other things, supply replacement water to the 
NCYCC site at no cost to the NCYCC (Central Valley RWQCB 2008). The Central Valley RWQCB has found 
that Forward Inc. must comply with the order as soon as reasonably possible (Central Valley RWQCB 2008:33). 

Because the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would connect to the City of Stockton’s water supply for potable 
water, on-site users would not be exposed to toxics in groundwater. No groundwater is proposed to be used with 
implementation of the project. Further, based on the boring samples, the depth to groundwater at the project site is 
approximately 60–70 feet. No construction or trenching activities would extend to these depths; therefore, there 
are no circumstances under which construction workers would be exposed to contaminated groundwater.  

Site soils and aged buildings could contain hazardous chemicals or materials. Because soils and on-site structures at the 
DeWitt Nelson site could contain unknown hazardous materials associated with the former auto-body shop on the site, as well 
as hazardous building materials such as LBP and ACM, as well as residual agricultural chemicals such as chlorinated 
pesticides, construction workers and the environment could be exposed to these materials during project construction and 
operation. This impact is considered potentially significant. (Impact 4.6-2a) 



NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects  CDCR 
DEIR 4.6-17 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.6-2a 

CDCR will implement the following measures prior to and during construction, as appropriate: 

a. To avoid health risks to construction workers, CDCR will prepare a Health and Safety Plan prior to 
initiating any demolition (or removal of building materials associated with renovation), grading, or 
other groundwork. This plan will outline measures that will be employed to protect construction 
workers and the public from exposure to hazardous materials during demolition and construction 
activities. 

 These measures could include, but would not be limited to, posting notices, limiting access to the site, 
air monitoring, watering, and installation of wind fences. Development contractors will be required to 
comply with state health and safety standards for all demolition work. If necessary, this will include 
compliance with OSHA and Cal-OSHA requirements regarding exposure to asbestos and lead-based 
paint. 

b. Before demolition of any structures or initiation of grading or other groundwork, CDCR will 
investigate if soil and/or groundwater have been contaminated from past operations. This 
investigation will follow environmental site assessment (ESA) and/or other appropriate testing 
guidelines and will include, as necessary, analysis of soil and/or groundwater samples taken at or near 
potential contamination sites. If the results indicate that contamination exists at levels above 
regulatory action standards, then the San Joaquin County Department of Environmental Health 
(SJCDEH) will be notified and the site will be remediated in accordance with recommendations made 
by SJCDEH, Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC). The agencies involved would depend on the type and extent of 
contamination. Remediation activities could include but would not be limited to the excavation of 
contaminated soil areas and hauling of contaminated soil materials to an appropriate off-site disposal 
facility, mixing of on-site soils, and capping (i.e., paving or sealing) of contaminated areas. 

c. Based on the results and recommendations of the ESA-level investigation described above, CDCR 
will prepare a site plan that identifies any necessary remediation activities appropriate for proposed 
correctional facilities, including excavation and removal of on-site contaminated soils, and 
redistribution of clean fill material on the project site. The plan will include measures that ensure the 
safe transport, use, and disposal of contaminated soil and building debris removed from the site. 
The development contractors will be required to comply with the plan and relevant local, state, and 
federal laws for dewatering discharge. The plan will outline measures for specific handling and 
reporting procedures for hazardous materials, and disposal of hazardous materials removed from the 
site at an appropriate off-site disposal facility. 

 In addition, the following measures will apply to construction activities: 

(1) The project contractor will notify SJCDEH if evidence of previously undiscovered soil or 
groundwater contamination (e.g., stained soil, odorous groundwater) is encountered during 
excavation. Any contaminated areas will be remediated in accordance with recommendations 
made by SJCDEH, RWQCB, and DTSC. 

(2) Before demolition of any structure, or removal of building materials, CDCR will hire a 
qualified consultant to investigate whether any building materials to be removed contain lead 
or asbestos-containing materials that could become friable or mobile during 
demolition/construction activities. If found, the lead- or asbestos-containing materials will be 
removed by an accredited inspector in accordance with EPA and Cal-OSHA standards. In 
addition, all activities (construction or demolition) in the vicinity of these materials will 
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comply with Cal-OSHA asbestos worker construction standards. The lead- or asbestos-
containing materials will be disposed of properly at an appropriate off-site disposal facility. 

Significance after Mitigation 

With implementation of mitigation measures for Impact 4.6-2a, the DeWitt Nelson project’s hazards and 
hazardous materials impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level because the contractor will prepare 
a site Health and Safety Plan; investigate the extent to which soil and/or groundwater has been contaminated from 
past operations; and prepare a site plan that identifies any necessary remediation activities appropriate for 
proposed land uses, including appropriate removal of any ACMs or LBPs, excavation and removal of on-site 
contaminated soils, and redistribution of clean fill material on the project site. 

NCRF Only 

Construction-related activities and potential sources of hazardous materials that exist within the project footprint 
for the NCRF project would be similar to the activities and hazardous materials sources described above for the 
DeWitt Nelson project, although because the structures were built later, there is less chance that building materials 
contain lead or asbestos. Construction-related activities, such as the use of equipment that contains hazardous 
materials (e.g., diesel-fueled equipment), the excavation and transportation of contaminated soil, and renovation 
of existing structures, could expose construction workers and the environment to hazardous materials 
(pesticides/herbicides associated with former agricultural use, as well as hazardous materials in structures such as 
PCBs in light ballasts). This would be a potentially significant impact. 

Site soils and buildings could contain hazardous chemicals or materials. Because soils and on-site structures at the NCRF site 
could contain pesticides and/or herbicides associated with former agricultural use, and hazardous building materials such as 
PCBs in light ballasts, construction workers and the environment could be exposed to these materials during project 
construction and operation. This impact is considered potentially significant. (Impact 4.6-2b) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.6-2b 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.6-2a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

With implementation of mitigation measures for Impact 4.6-2a, the project’s hazards and hazardous materials 
impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level because the contractor will prepare a site Health and 
Safety Plan; investigate the extent to which soil and/or groundwater has been contaminated from past operations; 
and prepare a site plan that identifies any necessary remediation activities appropriate for proposed land uses, 
including appropriate removal of any ACMs or LBPs, excavation and removal of on-site contaminated soils, and 
redistribution of clean fill material on the project site. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Construction-related activities for the combined facilities and potential sources of hazardous materials that exist 
within the project footprints for the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would be to the same as the activities and 
hazardous materials sources described above for the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects. Construction-related 
activities, such as the use of equipment that contains hazardous materials (e.g., diesel-fueled equipment), the 
excavation and transportation of contaminated soil, and the demolition and renovation of existing aged structures, 
could expose construction workers and the environment to hazardous materials. This would be a potentially 
significant impact. 

Site soils and aged buildings could contain hazardous chemicals or materials. Because soils and on-site structures at the 
DeWitt Nelson and NCRF sites could contain unknown hazardous materials associated with the former auto-body shop on the 



NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects  CDCR 
DEIR 4.6-19 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

site, as well as hazardous building materials such as LBP, ACM, and PCBs, as well as residual agricultural chemicals such as 
chlorinated pesticides, construction workers and the environment could be exposed to these materials during project 
construction and operation. This impact is considered potentially significant. (Impact 4.6-2c) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.6-2c 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.6-2a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

With implementation of mitigation measures for Impact 4.6-2a, the project’s hazards and hazardous materials 
impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level because the contractor will prepare a site Health and 
Safety Plan; investigate the extent to which soil and/or groundwater has been contaminated from past operations; 
and prepare a site plan that identifies any necessary remediation activities appropriate for proposed land uses, 
including appropriate removal of any ACMs or LBPs, excavation and removal of on-site contaminated soils, and 
redistribution of clean fill material on the project site. 
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4.7 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

This section describes the existing hydrological setting for the project sites, including runoff, storm drainage, and 
flood control. Regulations and policies affecting local hydrology and water quality are discussed, and impacts that 
may result from project implementation are identified. Mitigation measures are recommended to reduce potential 
impacts where appropriate.  

Information from these and other documents is incorporated into this section and referenced as appropriate. 
Impacts associated with water supply (including surface supplies and groundwater) are discussed in Section 4.12, 
“Utilities and Service Systems.” Impacts associated with potential exposure of construction workers to 
contaminated groundwater and general groundwater quality issues are addressed in Section 4.6, “Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials.” 

4.7.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

REGIONAL SETTING 

The DeWitt Nelson project site and the NCRF project site are located in the North Valley Floor hydrologic unit, 
within the San Joaquin Basin watershed. The project sites are surrounded by agricultural fields to the north and 
east and existing NCYCC facilities to the northeast, south, and west. The project sites are essentially flat with a 
surface elevation of 35–40 feet. The topography generally slopes from east to west toward the San Joaquin River 
and the Sacramento–San Joaquin Delta (Delta) (Fugro 2007:1). 

The climate in the project area is typical of the San Joaquin Valley “inland Mediterranean” climate characterized 
by warm, dry summers and cooler winters. Summer high temperatures often exceed 100 degrees Fahrenheit (ºF), 
averaging from the low 90s in the northern part of the valley to the high 90s in the south. Daily summer 
temperatures can vary by as much as 30ºF. Winters are mostly mild and humid. Average monthly temperatures 
during the winter are approximately 50ºF, while the average daily low temperature is about 40ºF (WRCC 2008). 
The Stockton area has an average of more than 260 sunny days a year (SJVAPCD 2007), with annual 
precipitation averaging approximately 14 inches (WRCC 2010). 

AREA HYDROLOGY 

There are no known natural drainages on the project sites. The closest natural drainage is the North Fork South 
Littlejohns Creek (Littlejohns Creek), located approximately one-quarter mile south of the DeWitt Nelson project 
site, and Weber Slough, an intermittent drainage channel, approximately one-half mile north of the NCWF site 
(Exhibit 4.7-1). Littlejohns Creek is a modified natural channel that conveys intermittent base flow and storm 
runoff from its upstream drainage areas, which includes both foothill and lowland agricultural areas (SWAMP 
2008). Littlejohns Creek flows into French Camp Slough to the west, which in turn flows into the San Joaquin 
River approximately 7 miles from the NCYCC facility. 

EXISTING FLOODING CONDITIONS 

The 100-year flood refers to the flood resulting from a storm event which has a probability of occurring once 
every 100 years, or a 1 percent chance of occurring in any given year. Areas mapped in the 100-year floodplain 
are subject to inundation during a 100-year storm event. The DeWitt Nelson project site and the NCRF project 
site are not within the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)–designated 100-year flood zone, as 
determined by Flood Insurance Rate Map Panels 060299 0465C and 060299 0470B, both dated April 2, 2002, 
which indicate that the project sites and the off-site components of the proposed drainage system are located 
within Zone C, which is defined as “areas of minimal flooding.” The 100-year flood zone nearest the 2 project 
sites is located north of Arch Road. Areas west of the NCYCC facility along State Route (SR) 99 are also in the 
100-year flood zone. 
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In addition, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) has released preliminary “best available 
information” related to property located in areas subject to flooding during 200-year flood events. The 
preliminary DWR map for the project sites indicates that, based on best available information, the DeWitt Nelson 
project site and the NCRF project site are not located within either a 100-year or 200-year floodplain (DWR 
2008). 

EXISTING DRAINAGE FACILITIES 

Stormwater runoff from the NCRF site flows south and west toward the former Karl Holton Youth Correctional 
Facility and runoff from the DeWitt Nelson facility briefly flows north and then west toward the center of the 
NCYCC. The NCYCC’s main existing drainage system includes a trunk line that collects runoff from the NCRF 
site in a 30-inch storm drain that increases to 36 inches with the inflow from the O.H. Close Youth Correctional 
Facility and to 42 inches with the inflow from the former Karl Holton Facility. The trunk line also collects runoff 
from the DeWitt Nelson facility in a 30-inch storm drain. This trunk line then flows into a sump at Stormwater 
Pump Station No. 1 near the center of the NCYCC campus (see Exhibit 4.7-1). 

Four stormwater pumps discharge into a concrete-lined channel that conveys the flow south and southeast to a 
9.0-acre retention basin adjacent to Littlejohns Creek. Connections are available for a fifth stormwater pump if 
needed in the future. The discharge capacity of each of the three stormwater pumps is 7,500 gallons per minute 
(gpm), and the capacity of the smaller pump is 2,700 gpm (CPR 2008a:32). 

An unlined drainage channel, under the jurisdiction of the San Joaquin County Flood Control District, runs 
through the project area just north of the O.H. Close and former Karl Holton Youth Correctional Facilities. This 
channel collects runoff from the agricultural areas east of Austin Road and conveys it through the NCYCC site. 
None of the developed areas within the NCYCC facility (including the NCRF site) drain into this channel (CDCR 
2010: 19-20, included as Appendix C of this EIR). 

SURFACE WATER QUALITY 

The quality of surface water on the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF project sites and surrounding area is affected by past 
and current land uses at the project sites and in the surrounding watershed. No monitoring data or information 
exists to characterize the typical stormwater surface runoff water quality on-site. Neither Littlejohns Creek nor 
Weber Slough provides a supply of potable water, and no known ongoing water quality monitoring data are 
available for these water bodies. General observations of water quality have included periodic high turbidity and 
discoloration during runoff events. Low or no summer flows would suggest seasonally high water temperatures and 
low levels of dissolved oxygen (DO). These drainages are affected by agricultural runoff and therefore are subject 
to some contamination by pesticides and salts. Data from the 1980s indicate that biochemical oxygen demand 
(BOD) concentrations, often associated with low DO levels, frequently exceeded 30 milligrams per liter (mg/l) in 
Littlejohns Creek, and these exceedances were the result of agricultural runoff (CALFED 2000:2-1). DO is a 
critical water quality constituent for aquatic organisms. Although DO levels in receiving water can be highly 
variable because of seasonal environmental factors and are subject to large diurnal fluctuations, persistent low DO 
concentrations can result in mortality to benthic organisms and other less-mobile aquatic species. Oxygen-
demanding substances, such as ammonia and other nutrients, are measured in the BOD test. 

GROUNDWATER 

Important water-bearing formations in the Eastern San Joaquin Sub-basin are the Alluvium and Modesto/ 
Riverbank Formations, Flood Basin Deposits, Laguna Formation, and Mehrten Formation (DWR 2006:1). 
The DeWitt Nelson and NCRF project sites have been mapped as being immediately underlain by Quaternary 
(Pleistocene age) alluvium of the Modesto Formation. Quaternary alluvium is estimated to be several hundred feet 
thick in this area and comprised of Arkosic alluvium of gravel, sand, and silt. Older alluvium and other 
continental deposits are estimated to extend to depths of more than 2,500 feet below the surface. Tertiary-age 
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sedimentary rock is estimated to extend to more than 10,000 feet below the surface (Fugro 2007:4–5). Locally, 
clay, silt, and sand lenses are present throughout the area. A 30-foot-thick clay layer between the first and second 
water-bearing zones is encountered at a depth of approximately 120 feet. The clay layer appears to act as a barrier 
to vertical migration between the first and second water-bearing zones. The lower confined aquifer consists of the 
Mehrten Formation. Because of the saline nature of the groundwater beneath the Mehrten Formation, the base of 
the usable groundwater basin is considered to be the bottom of the Mehrten Formation (CDC 1995:72). 

Groundwater in the project vicinity generally occurs at depths of approximately 60–80 feet below ground surface 
(bgs). Perched groundwater (i.e., groundwater, usually in limited areas, maintained above the main aquifer by a 
relatively impervious stratum) may exist above these depths, particularly during the rainy season and in flood-
prone areas. Groundwater at four monitoring wells on the NCYCC site was found between 66 and 70 feet bgs. 
Perched water was not encountered (Fugro 2007:8). It is therefore assumed that groundwater is present at a 
similar depth at the NCRF site, as the NCRF site is adjacent to the NCYCC facility (which includes DeWitt 
Nelson). 

GROUNDWATER QUALITY 

Treated groundwater from the NCYCC property was historically used for potable and operational use and for 
irrigation for both project sites. However, due to groundwater contamination issues from operations at Forward 
Landfill, three of the wells were closed. While the fourth well is operational, CDCR will soon properly abandon 
this well when City water supplies are delivered to the CDCR property. The water quality in the underlying 
aquifer has changed over the years, resulting in higher levels of total dissolved solids (TDS) and hardness. 
Because of these changes in the aquifer’s water quality and the potential chemical contamination from the 
Forward Landfill, the proposed projects would use City of Stockton (City) water, a mixture of groundwater and 
surface water obtained from off-site sources, as the sole water supply source (see Section 4.14, “Water Supply and 
Distribution” of this DEIR), and would no longer rely on wells at NCYCC. 

On December 8, 2008, the Central Valley RWQCB issued a cleanup and abatement order (Central Valley 
RWQCB 2008) to Forward Inc., operator of the Forward Landfill (located to the south of the DeWitt Nelson 
project site). This followed several prior regulatory actions pertaining to contamination of groundwater beneath 
NCYCC. In 2003, the Central Valley RWQCB adopted waste discharge requirements in Orders R5-2003-0049 
and R5-2003-0080 to implement revised corrective actions and to remediate groundwater contamination 
associated with the landfill. The measures, however, were found to be insufficient to control the plume and 
remediate the release of groundwater pollutants from the landfill. In April 2007, the California Department of 
Health Services, Division of Drinking Water and Environmental Management (now DPH), issued a citation to the 
NCYCC for failure to comply with the drinking-water standards for PCE (Central Valley RWQCB 2008: 13 and 
17). 

The December 2008 cleanup and abatement order from the Central Valley RWQCB requires Forward Inc. to, 
among other things, supply replacement water to the NCYCC site at no cost to the NCYCC (Central Valley 
RWQCB 2008). The Central Valley RWQCB has found that Forward Inc. must comply with the order as soon as 
reasonably possible (Central Valley RWQCB 2008: 33). Pursuant to the Settlement Agreement entered into in the 
CHCF Stockton litigation (Greater Stockton Chamber of Commerce, et al. v. J. Clark Kelso, et al. [San Joaquin 
County Case No. 39-2009-230310-CU-WM-STK), the City will cooperate with Forward Landfill, Inc. in the 
construction of two water lines and installation of two water meters to supply City water to the CDCR property. 
CDCR will construct and fund a 16” diameter water main in Arch Road and Austin Road with a third water meter 
to provide for a looped system to serve the CDCR property (see Exhibit 4.14-1 in Section 4.14, “Water Supply.”  

4.7.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

Numerous federal, state, and regional laws, regulations, and policies define the framework for regulating water 
quality and flooding in relation to the proposed project. Water quality in California is regulated through the 
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federal Clean Water Act (CWA), which is managed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), with 
implementation delegated to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and nine regional water quality 
control boards (RWQCBs). Water quality in the project area is regulated primarily by the Central Valley 
RWQCB. The following subsections describe the water quality requirements applicable to the proposed project. 
Flood protection guidance is primarily provided by FEMA and is implemented at the state and local levels 
through legislation and local flood protection ordinances. State regulations related to demonstrating adequate 
water supply for future water demands resulting from implementation of the proposed project are addressed in 
Section 4.14, “Water Supply.” 

FEDERAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

Clean Water Act 

The CWA is the primary federal statute governing the protection of water quality and was established to provide a 
comprehensive program to protect the nation’s surface waters. EPA is the federal agency with primary authority 
for implementing regulations adopted pursuant to the CWA. The basis of the CWA consists of the federal Water 
Pollution Prevention and Control Act (Water Pollution Act) passed in 1948. The Water Pollution Act was 
significantly reorganized and expanded in subsequent amendments passed in 1972 and in 1977, when “Clean 
Water Act” became its common name. The Water Pollution Act required the EPA to establish nationwide effluent 
standards on an industry-by-industry basis. The 1972 amendment established the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) program. As a result of the reauthorization of the CWA in 1987, Sections 402(p) 
through 405 were added. One of the results of the new sections was the creation of a framework for regulating 
discharges under the NPDES permit program, which is discussed later in this section. 

Under federal law, EPA has published water quality regulations under Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR). Section 303 of the CWA requires states to adopt water quality standards for all surface waters of the 
United States. As defined by the CWA, water quality standards consist of two elements: (1) designated beneficial 
uses of the water body in question, and (2) criteria that protect the designated uses. Section 304(a) requires EPA 
to publish advisory water quality criteria that accurately reflect the latest scientific knowledge on the kind and 
extent of all effects on health and welfare that may be expected from the presence of pollutants in water. Where 
multiple uses exist, water quality standards must protect the most sensitive use. The EPA has designated the 
SWRCB and its nine RWQCBs with the authority to identify beneficial uses and adopt applicable water quality 
objectives. EPA has delegated to the State of California the authority to implement and oversee most of the 
programs authorized or adopted for CWA compliance through the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 
1969 (Porter-Cologne Act), described below. 

Section 303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies 

Section 303(d) of the CWA requires states to identify water bodies that do not meet water quality objectives and 
are not supporting their beneficial uses. Each state must submit an updated list, called the 303(d) list, to the U.S. 
EPA periodically. In addition to identifying the water bodies that are not supporting beneficial uses, the list also 
identifies the pollutant or stressor causing impairment, and establishes a priority for developing a control plan to 
address the impairment. On June 28, 2007, U.S. EPA gave final approval to California’s 2006 Section 303(d) List 
of Water Quality Limited Segments. The San Joaquin River has been listed by the Central Valley RWQCB. 
Pollutants currently listed include DDT and other pesticides, and mercury. 

Safe Drinking Water Act 

Under the Safe Drinking Water Act (Public Law 93-523), passed in 1974, EPA regulates contaminants of concern 
to the domestic water supply. Contaminants of concern relevant to the domestic water supply are defined as those 
that pose a public health threat or that alter the aesthetic acceptability of the water. These types of contaminants 
are regulated by EPA’s primary and secondary MCLs, which are applicable to treated water supplies delivered to 



NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects  CDCR 
DEIR 4.7-7 Hydrology and Water Quality 

the distribution system. MCLs and the process for setting these standards are reviewed triennially. Amendments 
to the Safe Drinking Water Act enacted in 1986 established an accelerated schedule for setting MCLs for drinking 
water. 

EPA has delegated to the California Department of Public Health (DPH) the responsibility for administering 
California’s drinking-water program. DPH is accountable to EPA for implementing the program and for adopting 
standards and regulations that are at least as stringent as those developed by EPA. The applicable state primary 
and secondary MCLs are set forth in Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 15, Article 4 of the California Code of 
Regulations. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 

In 1968, Congress created the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) in response to the rising cost of taxpayer 
funded disaster relief for flood victims and the increasing amount of damage caused by floods. FEMA administers 
the NFIP to provide subsidized flood insurance to communities that comply with FEMA regulations to limit 
development in floodplains. FEMA also issues FIRMs that identify which land areas are subject to flooding. 
These maps provide flood information and identify flood hazard zones in the community. FEMA has established a 
minimum level of flood protection for new development as the 1-in-100 Annual Exceedance Probability (i.e., 
100-year flood event). Participants in the NFIP must satisfy certain mandated floodplain management criteria. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

Title 22 Standards 

Water quality standards are enforceable limits composed of two parts: (1) the designated beneficial uses of water 
and (2) criteria (i.e., numeric or narrative limits) to protect those beneficial uses. Municipal and domestic supply 
(MUN) is among the “beneficial uses” as defined in Section 13050(f) of the Porter-Cologne Act, which defines 
them as uses of surface water and groundwater that must be protected against water quality degradation. 
Maximum contaminant levels, MCLs, are components of the drinking water standards adopted by the DPH 
pursuant to the California Safe Drinking Water Act. California MCLs may be found in Title 22 of the California 
Code of Regulations (CCR), Division 4, Chapter 15, Domestic Water Quality and Monitoring. The DPH is 
responsible for Title 22 of the CCR (Article 16, Section 64449) as well, which also defines secondary drinking 
water standards, established primarily for reasons of consumer acceptance (i.e., taste) rather than because of 
health issues. 

Drinking water MCLs are directly applicable to water supply systems “at the tap” (i.e., at the point of use by 
consumers in their home, office, etc.), and are enforceable by CDPH. California MCLs, both Primary and 
Secondary, are directly applicable to groundwater and surface water resources when they are specifically 
referenced as water quality objectives in the pertinent Basin Plan. In such cases, MCLs become enforceable limits 
by the State and Regional Water Boards. When fully health protective, MCLs may also be used to interpret 
narrative water quality objectives prohibiting toxicity to humans in water designated as a source of drinking water 
(MUN) in the Basin Plan. 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1969 

The Porter-Cologne Act of 1969 is California’s statutory authority for the protection of water quality. Under the 
Porter-Cologne Act, the state must adopt water quality policies, plans, and objectives that protect the state’s 
waters for the use and enjoyment of the people. The act sets forth the obligations of the SWRCB and 9 RWQCBs 
to adopt and periodically update water quality control plans (Basin Plans). Basin Plans are the regional water 
quality control plans required by both the CWA and Porter-Cologne Act in which beneficial uses, water quality 
objectives, and implementation programs are established for each of the 9 regions in California. 
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The Porter-Cologne Act also requires waste dischargers to notify the RWQCBs of their activities through the 
filing of Reports of Waste Discharge (RWD) and authorizes the SWRCB and RWQCBs to issue and enforce 
waste discharge requirements (WDRs), NPDES permits, Section 401 water quality certifications, or other 
approvals. The RWQCBs also have the authority to issue waivers to RWD/WDRs for broad categories of “low 
threat” discharge activities that have minimal potential for adverse water quality effects when implemented 
according to prescribed terms and conditions. 

State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards 

The SWRCB and nine RWQCBs are responsible for ensuring implementation and compliance with the provisions 
of the CWA and the Porter-Cologne Act. Along with the SWRCB and RWQCBs, water quality protection is the 
responsibility of numerous water supply and wastewater management agencies, as well as city and county 
governments, and requires the coordinated efforts of these various entities. 

The Water Quality Control Plan for the Central Valley Region, or Basin Plan (Central Valley RWQCB 2009), 
defines the beneficial uses, water quality objectives, implementation programs, and surveillance and monitoring 
programs for waters of the Central Valley (i.e., Sacramento River basin and San Joaquin River basins) region. 
State law defines beneficial uses as “domestic; municipal; agricultural and industrial supply; power generation; 
recreation; aesthetic enjoyment; navigation; and preservation and enhancement of fish, wildlife, and other aquatic 
resources or preserves” [California Water Code Section 13050(f)]. Additional protected beneficial uses of the San 
Joaquin River and its tributaries include groundwater recharge and freshwater replenishment. The Basin Plan 
contains specific numeric water quality objectives that are applicable to certain water bodies or portions of water 
bodies. Objectives have been established for bacteria, dissolved oxygen, pH, pesticides, radioactivity, salinity, 
temperature, turbidity, and sediment. 

NPDES Permit System and Waste Discharge Requirements for Construction 

The 1972 amendment to the CWA established the NPDES permit program. The NPDES permit program outlined 
in the CWA contains effluent limitation guidelines, water quality requirements, and permit program requirements 
for discharges to waters of the United States. EPA has overall responsibility for the NPDES program, but 
administration of the program in California has been delegated to the SWRCB and the nine RWQCBs. 

The 1987 amendment to the CWA established a framework for regulating discharges under the NPDES program. 
In 1990, the EPA promulgated regulations for permitting stormwater discharges from industrial sites, including 
construction sites that disturb 5 acres or more, and from municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) serving a 
population of 100,000 people or more. The November 16, 1990 regulations, known as the Phase I regulations 
(Title 55 CFR Section 47990), rely on NPDES permit coverage to address stormwater runoff from operators of 
medium and large MS4s, construction activity disturbing 5 acres of land or greater, and 10 categories of industrial 
activity. 

On December 8, 1999, the EPA promulgated regulations known as Phase II. The regulations set forth in the Storm 
Water Phase II Final Rule (Vol. 64 Federal Register 68722) require permit coverage for discharges from small 
municipalities, including non-traditional Small MS4s, which are governmental facilities (such as military bases, 
public campuses, and prison and hospital complexes) and from construction sites disturbing at least 1 acre of land. 
Phase II is intended to further reduce adverse impacts to water quality in receiving waters and aquatic habitats by 
instituting controls on the unregulated sources of stormwater discharges that have the greatest likelihood of 
continued environmental degradation. The goal of the NPDES non-point source regulations is to improve the 
quality of stormwater discharged to receiving waters to the “maximum extent practicable” through the use of best 
management practices (BMPs). The focus of the Phase II program is the implementation of the following 6 
minimum control measures: public education and outreach, public participation and involvement, illicit discharge 
detection and elimination, construction site runoff control, post construction runoff control, and pollution 
prevention and good housekeeping. Under Phase II regulations in California, small MS4s are covered under 
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SWRCB Water Quality Order No. 2003-0005-Division of Water Quality (DWQ), NPDES General Permit No. 
CAS000004 (Small MS4 Permit). 

Construction projects disturbing at least 1 acre of land are covered under the General Construction Permit: 
SWRCB Water Quality Order No. 99-08-DWQ, NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002. Compliance with the 
NPDES General Construction Permit requires that any construction activity affecting 1 acre or more obtain a 
General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. Permit applicants are required to submit a notice of intent 
(NOI) to the SWRCB and to prepare a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP identifies 
BMPs that must be implemented to reduce construction effects on receiving water quality. The BMPs identified 
are directed at implementing both sediment and erosion control measures and other measures to control potential 
chemical contaminants. Examples of construction BMPs identified in SWPPPs include using temporary 
mulching, seeding, or other stabilization measures to protect uncovered soils; storing materials and equipment to 
ensure that spills or leaks cannot enter the storm drain system or surface water; developing and implementing a 
spill prevention and cleanup plan; installing traps, filters, or other devices at drop inlets to prevent contaminants 
from entering storm drains; and using barriers, such as straw wattles or silt fencing, to minimize the amount of 
uncontrolled runoff that could enter drains or surface water. 

Construction activities subject to the General Construction Permit include clearing, grading, stockpiling, and 
excavation. Dischargers are required to eliminate or reduce non-storm water discharges to storm sewer systems 
and other waters. The permit also requires dischargers to consider the use of post-construction permanent BMPs 
that will remain in service to protect water quality throughout the life of the project. All NPDES permits also have 
inspection, monitoring, and reporting requirements. 

On September 2, 2009, the SWRCB adopted important changes to Order No. 99-08-DWQ. The revised General 
Permit (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ) went into effect on July 1, 2010. The revised permit contains technology-
based numeric action levels (NALs) and numeric effluent limitations (NELs) for pH and turbidity and imposes 
additional minimum BMPs and requirements that were previously only required as elements of the SWPPP or 
were suggested by guidance. Effluent monitoring and reporting for pH and turbidity in storm water discharges is 
required in order to determine compliance with the NELs and evaluate whether NALs included in the General 
Permit are exceeded. The revised General Permit specifies runoff reduction requirements for all sites not covered 
by a Phase I or Phase II MS4 NPDES permit. 

The Central Valley RWQCB’s general NPDES permit for construction dewatering activity (Order 5-00-175) 
authorizes direct discharges to surface waters up to 250,000 gallons per day for no more than a 4-month period 
each year. All of the NPDES permits involve similar processes, including submitting to the Central Valley 
RWQCB notices of intent to discharge and implementing SWPPPs that include BMPs to minimize those 
discharges. 

Senate Bill 5: 200-Year Flood Protection 

Senate Bill (SB) 5 (Chapter 364, Statutes of 2007), signed into law on October 10, 2007, enacts the Central Valley 
Flood Protection Act of 2008. SB 5 requires the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the 
Central Valley Flood Protection Board (previously known as the State of California Reclamation Board) to 
accomplish all of the following tasks: 

► Prepare and adopt a Central Valley Flood Protection Plan by 2012. 

► Establish 200-year protection as the minimum urban level of flood protection, effective with respect to 
specific development projects as of 2015 or 2025. DWR to produce preliminary maps for 100-year and 200-
year floodplains protected by project levees and make them available to cities and counties in the Sacramento 
and San Joaquin Valleys. 
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► Set deadlines for Central Valley cities and counties to amend their general plans and their zoning ordinances 
to conform to the plan within 24 months and 36 months, respectively, of plan adoption (i.e., by approximately 
2014 and 2015). 

► Obligate Central Valley counties to develop flood emergency plans within 24 months of plan adoption. 

► Propose amendments to the California Building Standards Code by 2009 to reduce the risk of flood damage 
and increase safety in areas where flood depths for the 200-year flood event are anticipated to exceed 3 feet. 

Beginning in 2015—potentially sooner depending on when the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan takes 
effect—local governments will be prohibited from entering into any development agreement or approving any 
entitlement or permit resulting in construction of a new residence in a flood zone unless they can meet one of 
three conditions: 

► Flood management facilities provide the level of protection necessary to withstand a 200-year flood event. 

► The development agreement or other entitlement includes conditions that provide protections necessary to 
withstand a 200-year flood event. 

► The local flood management agency has made adequate progress on constructing a flood protection system 
that will result in sufficient protections to withstand a 200-year flood event by 2025. 

LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND ORDINANCES 

San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 

The following goal, objectives, and policies in the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 relating to hydrology 
and water quality are relevant to the proposed project and have been considered. 

Public Health and Safety—Flood Hazards 

► Goal 1: To protect people and property from flood hazards. 

• Policy 6: Levees in areas planned for urban development shall provide 100-year flood protection, and 
levees in areas not planned for urban development shall provide 50-year flood protection. 

• Policy 7: Flood control levees should be designed to conserve resources, incorporate and preserve scenic 
values, and shall incorporate opportunities for recreation, where appropriate. 

• Policy 8: Flood management programs should avoid alteration of waterways and their adjacent areas, 
whenever possible. 

Water Resources and Quality 

• Policy 14: The County (San Joaquin County) shall encourage the development of artificial recharge 
projects of all scales within the County and cities to increase recharge to the aquifers. 

Resources—Water Resources and Quality 

► Objective 1: To ensure adequate quantity and quality of water resources for municipal and industrial uses, 
agriculture, recreation, and fish and wildlife. 

► Objective 4: To protect and eliminate contamination of surface water and groundwater supplies. 
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• Policy 1: Water quality shall meet the standards necessary for the uses to which the water resources are 
put. 

• Policy 2: Surface water and groundwater quality shall be protected and improved where necessary. 

City of Stockton General Plan 2035 

The following goals and policies in the City of Stockton General Plan 2035 relating to hydrology, water quality, 
and flood hazards are relevant to the proposed project. 

Health and Safety—Flood Hazard 

► Goal 6: To minimize the risk to the community from flooding. 

• Policy 6.5: Levee Maintenance. The City shall encourage reclamation districts to institute a levee 
maintenance program to reduce levee failures. 

• Policy 6.9: Cooperate with Flood Control Agencies and Support Regional Programs. The City shall 
cooperate with appropriate local, State, and Federal agencies to address local and regional flood issues. 

• Policy 6.10: Develop Flood Protection Plan for Levee Systems. The City shall coordinate with 
appropriate State, Federal and local flood control agencies to develop a flood protection plan for the levee 
systems protecting the city. The plan shall identify the levees protecting the City and the entities 
responsible for operation and maintenance of the levees. The plan will determine the flood levels in the 
waterways and the level of protection offered by the existing levees along the waterways. A long-term 
plan will be developed to upgrade the system as necessary to provide at least a 100-year level of flood 
protection to the city. The City also commits to considering and revising the plan to reflect future 
appropriate State or federally mandated levels of flood protection in an effort to meet these applicable 
levels of flood protection. 

4.7.3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECTS 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

For the purpose of this analysis, the following applicable thresholds of significance, as identified in Appendix G 
of the State CEQA Guidelines, have been used to determine whether implementation of the proposed projects 
would result in significant hydrology or water quality impacts. Thus, implementation of the proposed projects 
would result in significant hydrology and water quality impacts if it would: 

► violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface 
water or groundwater quality; 

► substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the level of the local groundwater table; 

► substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial on- or off-site erosion or siltation; 

► substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that 
would result in on- or off-site flooding; 
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► create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; 

► place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map or within the 200-year flood zone as shown on the 
DWR “Best Available Maps” Web site; 

• Note: The 100-year flood zone has been the predominant flood protection standard for several decades. 
However, in response to flood concerns raised by such events as the devastation caused by Hurricane 
Katrina in New Orleans, the California Legislature enacted SB 5 in 2007, which will ultimately require 
that the Central Valley be protected from a 200-year flood in the future (see the description of state laws 
in Section 4.7.2, “Regulatory Background”). SB 5 provides for restrictions associated with privately 
proposed development projects and other projects considered by local agencies. It does not address 
projects proposed by the state. However, because the legislature has established that the 200-year level of 
flood protection is a goal for the Central Valley, this EIR uses the 200-year flood zone as a threshold of 
significance. 

► place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood flows; 

► expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding 
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam; or 

► result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

ISSUES NOT DISCUSSED FURTHER 

CDCR has proposed that potable water would be supplied to the proposed project facilities by the City of 
Stockton. As described in Section 4.14, “Water Supply,” adequate water supplies are available to meet proposed 
projects water demands. Further, while one well on the CDCR property is operational; it will soon be properly 
abandoned by CDCR such that no groundwater would be used with implementation of the projects. In addition, 
implementation of the proposed projects would not interfere substantially with groundwater recharge at the 
project sites because the increase in impervious surface area would be small relative to the overall size of the 
existing project sites. Therefore, implementation of the proposed NCRF project and DeWitt Nelson project would 
not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, and these 
issues are not discussed further in this section of the EIR. Impacts associated with potential exposure of 
construction workers to contaminated groundwater and general groundwater quality issues are addressed in 
Section 4.6, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials.” 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project and/or the NCRF project could include the abandonment of wells. 
Any wells that will not be used for the proposed project would be properly identified and decommissioned 
pursuant to the requirements contained in Section 13801 of the California Water Code. In addition, CDCR would 
obtain any necessary well destruction permits or other well decommissioning approvals from the San Joaquin 
County Environmental Health Department. Therefore, these issues are not discussed further in this DEIR. 

The project sites lie outside of the designated 100-year floodplain. In addition, according to the FEMA FIRM for 
the project area (FEMA 2002), the CDCR property is not located within the 100-year or 500-year floodplain. 
Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not place housing in a 100-year flood hazard area or 
place structures in a 100-year flood hazard area that would redirect flood flows. In addition, the preliminary DWR 
map for the project sites indicates that, based on best available information, the project would not be located 
within either a 100-year or 200-year floodplain (DWR 2008). Thus, these issues are not discussed further in this 
DEIR. 
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Flood inundation maps prepared by the San Joaquin County Office of Emergency Services indicate that the 
proposed project and most of the Stockton area are within the flood hazard zone for the New Hogan Dam and 
Camanche Lake (San Joaquin County 2003). However, there is no substantial evidence to suggest that dam failure 
is likely, and the proposed project would do nothing to increase the potential for dam failure. Camanche Lake on 
the Mokelumne River is approximately 24 miles to the northeast of the project site. The New Hogan Dam on the 
Calaveras River is approximately 12 miles southeast of Camanche Lake. New Hogan Dam and Camanche 
Lake Dam (both completed in 1963) have not experienced dam failure. Therefore, implementation of the 
proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of a levee or dam failure. Therefore, this issue is not discussed further in 
this DEIR. 

Because of the distance to the nearest open water body (greater than 5 miles), and the elevation of the sites 
(approximately 35 feet above msl), the proposed project would not be affected by inundation as a result of seiche 
or tsunami. In addition, the project area is essentially flat. Therefore, the project sites are in a very low potential 
landslide hazard area with a slope gradient of less than 5 percent. Therefore, these issues are not addressed further 
in this DEIR. 

METHODOLOGY 

The following reports and materials were reviewed in assessing the potential for significant hydrology and water 
quality impacts at the project sites: 

► plans for the proposed project; 

► applicable elements from the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 and City of Stockton General Plan 
2035; 

► Phase 2 – Site Assessment Report, Northern California Youth Correctional Center – Stockton prepared by 
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. (CPR 2008b); 

► Preliminary Drainage Study, Proposed Prison Medical Facility, NCYCC Stockton Site prepared by Kimley-
Horn and Associates, Inc. (CPR 2008c);  

► Stockton Master Plan, Final Report prepared by Kitchell CEM (CDCR 2010); and  

► other relevant infrastructure and hydrological documents and reports. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.7-1: Short-term, Construction-Related Water Quality Degradation 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Project implementation would include ground-related construction activity, including limited grading, trenching, 
pipe installation, and revegetation. Construction activities associated with development of the DeWitt Nelson 
facility would create the potential for soil erosion and sedimentation of stormwater drainage systems, both within 
and downstream of the project site. The construction process may also result in accidental release of other 
pollutants to surface waters, including oil and gas, chemical substances used during construction, waste concrete, 
and wash water. Many construction-related wastes have the potential to degrade existing water quality by altering 
the dissolved-oxygen content, temperature, pH, suspended-sediment and turbidity levels, or nutrient content, or by 
causing toxic effects in the aquatic environment. Proposed construction activities if not properly implemented 
could violate water quality standards or cause direct harm to aquatic organisms. 
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The probability that implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would cause localized erosion hazards is 
relatively low due to the limited amount of grading necessary and because the project site is generally flat and the 
soil types on the site are known to have little erosion hazard (see Section 4.6, “Geology, Soils, Mineral Resources, 
and Paleontology” of this DEIR). Further, as described in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” CDCR or its 
contractor will retain a California registered civil engineer to prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) and any other necessary site-specific Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) or waivers under the 
Porter-Cologne Act. CDCR will prepare and submit the appropriate NOIs, comply with the State SWPPP, and, if 
necessary prepare a site-specific SWPPP for pollution prevention and control. Because CDCR would implement 
adequate measures to control on-site stormwater and protect water quality, this would be a less-than-significant 
impact. 

Construction activities during implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would involve limited grading and movement of soil, 
could generate sediment, erosion, and other nonpoint source pollutants in on-site storm water, which could drain to off-site 
areas degrading local water quality. Because However, CDCR would implement adequate measures to control on-site 
stormwater (i.e., SWPPP and BMPs) and protect water quality, this would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.7-1a) 

Mitigation Measure  

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

Under the NCRF only scenario, construction-related impacts would be similar to those described above for the 
DeWitt Nelson only scenario. The same types of potential erosion and water quality impacts would occur at the 
NCRF project site and CDCR would implement adequate measures (i.e., SWPPP and BMPs) to control on-site 
stormwater and protect water quality. This would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Construction activities during implementation of the NCRF project would involve limited grading and movement of soil, which 
could generate sediment, erosion, and other nonpoint source pollutants in on-site storm water, which could drain to off-site 
areas degrading local water quality. However, CDCR would implement adequate measures to control on-site stormwater (i.e., 
SWPPP and BMPs) and protect water quality. This would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.7-1b) 

Mitigation Measure  

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

Under the combined facilities scenario, construction-related impacts would be similar to those described above for 
the DeWitt Nelson only scenario. The same types of potential erosion and water quality impacts would occur at 
the combined project sites, and CDCR would implement adequate measures (i.e., SWPPP and BMPs) to control 
on-site stormwater and protect water quality. This would be a less-than-significant impact.  

Construction activities during implementation of the combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF project would involve limited grading 
and movement of soil, which could generate sediment, erosion, and other nonpoint source pollutants in on-site storm water, 
which could drain to off-site areas degrading local water quality. However, CDCR would implement adequate measures to 
control on-site stormwater (i.e., SWPPP and BMPs) and protect water quality. This would be a less-than-significant impact. 
(Impact 4.7-1c) 

Mitigation Measure  

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 
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Impact 4.7-2: Increase in Surface Runoff Potentially Exceeding the Capacity of Existing or Planned Stormwater 
Drainage Systems 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in the addition of impervious surfaces at the project 
site (including new housing buildings, parking lot, ancillary structures, and a firing range) on land that is currently 
undeveloped or partially developed. As described in Section 4.7.1, “Existing Conditions” above, surface runoff 
from the DeWitt Nelson site drains to the north into a catch basin and piped storm drain system near the entrance 
of the facility. Drainage flows are then pumped into a trapezoidal concrete channel which runs along the western 
side of the proposed DeWitt Nelson facility into an existing approximately 84-acre-foot capacity earthen retention 
basin (CDCR 2010:18). Drainage would then flow into piped storm drainage lines to the existing retention basin 
south of the DeWitt Nelson facility (Exhibit 4.7-2).  

A preliminary hydrologic analysis was conducted to determine the magnitude of runoff from the CDCR property 
under existing conditions and proposed project conditions for 100-year flood scenarios (CDCR 2010:19-20). 
Existing storm drainage pipelines were analyzed per the CDCR Design Criteria Guidelines (DCG) requirements 
of containing the 100-year flow and maintaining a minimum of 2 feet per second (fps) velocity when the pipe is 
flowing at 70 percent full (CDCR 2009: 33 40 00 – 1). The existing retention basin was also analyzed for its 
capacity to hold the 100-year storm event runoff. A total of 10.8 acre-feet of additional stormwater detention 
capacity would be required to serve the CDCR property.  

Based on the preliminary hydrologic analysis, the following drainage system improvements would be implemented 
by CDCR to provide adequate on-site stormwater conveyance and retention capacity (Exhibit 4.7-2): 

► Runoff from the DeWitt Nelson facility would be conveyed to a new 4.5-acre retention basin via a new piping 
system located to the east of the CHCF site and DeWitt Nelson site. The retention basin would provide an 
additional 11.6 acre-feet of storage capacity; 

► a description of the proposed maintenance program for the on-site drainage system (including the retention 
basin); 

► project specific standards for installing drainage systems; and 

► the final drainage plan shall be generally consistent with applicable County requirements and shall 
specifically meet CDCR Design Criteria Guidelines related to stormwater drainage systems. 

With construction of this basin, adequate stormwater retention capacity would be provided on-site such that 100-
year stormwater flows could be accommodated without any on- or off-site flooding. Because adequate stormwater 
retention capacity would be provided, the project would result in less-than-significant stormwater drainage system 
impacts.  

While implementation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would increase the amount of impervious surfaces in the project 
area, thereby increasing surface runoff, adequate stormwater retention capacity would be provided on-site to accommodate 
projected flows. Therefore, this impact would be less-than-significant. (Impact 4.7-2a)  

Mitigation Measure  

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 
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NCRF Only 

Proposed project implementation would result in the addition of impervious surfaces at the project site (including 
buildings and a new parking lot) on land that is currently undeveloped or partially developed. As described in 
Section 4.7.1, “Existing Conditions” above, surface runoff from the NCRF site drains to the south and west into a 
catch basin and piped storm drain system located in the southwestern portion of the facility. Drainage flows are 
then pumped into a trapezoidal concrete channel which runs along the western side of the DeWitt Nelson facility 
into an approximately 84-acre-foot capacity earthen retention basin (CDCR 2010:18). Drainage would then flow 
into piped storm drainage lines to the existing retention basin south of the DeWitt Nelson facility (Exhibit 4.7-2).  

A preliminary hydrologic analysis was conducted to determine the magnitude of runoff from the CDCR property 
under existing conditions and proposed project conditions for 100-year flood scenarios (CDCR 2010:19-20). 
Existing storm drainage pipelines were analyzed per the CDCR Design Criteria Guidelines (DCG) requirements 
of containing the 100-year flow and maintaining a minimum of 2 feet per second (fps) velocity when the pipe is 
flowing at 70 percent full (CDCR 2009: 33 40 00 – 1). The retention basin was also analyzed for its capacity to 
hold the 100-year storm event runoff. A total of 10.8 acre-feet of additional stormwater detention capacity would 
be required to serve the CDCR property. 

Based on the preliminary hydrologic analysis, the following drainage system improvements would be implemented 
by CDCR to provide adequate on-site stormwater conveyance and retention capacity (Exhibit 4.7-2): 

► Runoff from the NCRF facility would be conveyed to a new 4.5 acre retention basin via a new piping system 
located to the east of the CHCF site and DeWitt Nelson site. The retention basin would provide an additional 
11.6 acre-feet of storage capacity. 

With construction of this basin, adequate stormwater retention capacity would be provided on-site such that 100-
year stormwater flows could be accommodated without any on- or off-site flooding. Because adequate stormwater 
retention capacity would be provided, the project would result in less-than-significant stormwater drainage system 
impacts.  

While implementation of the proposed NCRF project would increase the amount of impervious surfaces in the project area, 
thereby increasing surface runoff, adequate stormwater retention capacity would be provided on-site to accommodate 
projected flows. Therefore, this impact would be less-than-significant. (Impact 4.7-2a)  

Mitigation Measure  

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

As discussed above, adequate stormwater retention capacity would be provided for both the DeWitt Nelson and 
NCRF projects (in addition to other areas on CDCR property) through the construction of proposed 4.5-acre, 
retention basin. This basin would provide 11.6 acre-feet of additional stormwater retention capacity and the total 
demand for stormwater retention capacity is 10.8 acre-feet. Therefore, adequate stormwater retention capacity 
would be provided on-site and this would be a less-than-significant impact.  

While implementation of the Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would increase the amount of impervious surfaces 
in the project area, thereby increasing surface runoff, adequate stormwater retention capacity would be provided on-site to 
accommodate projected flows. Therefore, this impact would be less-than-significant. (Impact 4.7-2c) 

Mitigation Measure  

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 
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Source: Kitchell 2010 

Proposed Stormwater Drainage System Exhibit 4.7-2 
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Impact 4.7-3: Long-term Water Quality Degradation 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would increase the footprint of development at the project site, 
adding impervious surfaces, including a firing range, which could potentially increase the level of urban 
contaminants discharged into the stormwater drainage system. Some of the currently undeveloped land on the 
project site would be developed with permanent uses associated with the DeWitt Nelson project facilities, 
including buildings and a firing range with associated roadways and parking areas. The proposed development 
has the potential to increase the pollutant load of stormwater discharges as a result of proposed land uses. 
Anticipated pollutants associated with the project include trash, debris, heavy metals, and hydrocarbons from 
roadways and parking areas. In addition, potential pollutants associated with the project include sediment from 
pervious areas that would not be landscaped, pesticides from potential pest control activities, nutrients, fertilizers, 
oxygen-demanding substances from landscaped areas, and organic compounds from uncovered parking areas and 
roadways. 

As described in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” CDCR would comply with applicable federal and state 
stormwater management regulations. Specifically, CDCR would incorporate proper pollutant source controls, 
minimize pollutant exposure outdoors, and treat stormwater runoff through proper BMPs when source control or 
exposure protection is insufficient at reducing runoff pollutant loads.  

Long-term operation of a firing range could cause long-term discharges of firing range-related contaminants (such 
as lead and other heavy metals) into the stormwater drainage system and/or groundwater. The firing range facility 
would be designed in accordance with the 2009 CDCR Design Criteria Guidelines (DCGs).  

Design features proposed by CDCR that would protect water quality include the use of soil berm bullet traps, 
heavy-duty steel bullet traps, and a clay soil base for the floor of the firing range. The floor of the firing range 
would be graded with four inches of pea gravel over a clay base, which would trap bullet fragments and prevent 
the leaching of lead or other materials to the soils and groundwater beneath the range. CDCR would routinely 
inspect the floor of the firing range and collect any stray bullets or fragments consistent with applicable hazardous 
material handling requirements. The firing range would also include a total containment bullet trap that catches 
the bullets/fragments in a de-acceleration chamber and deposits them in a containment canister. The dust from the 
spent bullet would be filtered through a dust collection vacuum unit creating a negative pressure environment in 
the de-acceleration chamber. All lead would be contained in the bullet trap and an appropriately certified 
contractor would remove the collected bullets and bullet fragments and dispose of them at an appropriate off-site 
disposal facility.  

Operation of a firing range could cause long-term discharges of lead and other heavy metals into the storm drainage system 
or groundwater. Without firing range design features to address anticipated and potential pollutants from the project site, long-
term water quality degradation would be considered a significant impact. (Impact 4.7-3a) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.7-3a 

Before any construction-related ground disturbance, final firing range design plans will be completed to 
demonstrate that all runoff and overshot from the firing range would be appropriately captured at the 
firing range facility and would not result in contamination of nearby waterways and underlying 
groundwater aquifers. As part of the final design process, CDCR will coordinate with applicable state 
agencies (i.e., DTSC and RWQCB) to ensure that the proposed design plans are consistent with state 
requirements. CDCR will implement the following: 

► Final design will be consistent with the applicable CDCR DCGs for firing ranges (see DCG 
Appendix C.3, “Special Occupancies: Firing Ranges”); 
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► CDCR will develop and implement a firing range operation and maintenance plan that includes 
provisions for periodic range maintenance, periodic cleanup procedures (i.e., sweeping), and 
hazardous and non-hazardous waste disposal procedures, and periodic removal of lead and other 
materials from bullet traps, soil berms, and permeable floor areas; 

► CDCR will comply with applicable RWQCB and/or DTSC water quality permits and requirements, 
such as preparation of a SWPPP and site-specific WDRs, use of erosion and sediment-control BMPs, 
and implementing personnel training requirements and procedures; and  

► CDCR will implement applicable EPA Best Management Practices to prevent lead migration at 
Outdoor Shooting Ranges (see http://www.epa.gov/region2/waste/leadshot/) such as implementing 
methods for monitoring and adjusting soil pH and binding lead and controlling runoff to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of the mitigation measures for Impact 4.7-3a would reduce the significant impact related to long-
term degradation of surface water quality from project-related contaminants to a less-than-significant level 
because the project would involve the implementation of various design features to prevent lead and other heavy 
metals from contaminating nearby waterways and groundwater aquifers. 

NCRF Only 

As described in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” CDCR would comply with applicable federal and state 
stormwater management regulations. Specifically, CDCR would incorporate proper pollutant source controls, 
minimize pollutant exposure outdoors, and treat stormwater runoff through proper BMPs when source control or 
exposure protection measures are insufficient for reducing runoff pollutant loads. Therefore, the project would 
result in less-than-significant long-term water quality impacts. 

Overall, the potential for the proposed project to cause or contribute to long-term discharges of urban contaminants (e.g., oil 
and grease, trace metals and organics, trash) into the stormwater drainage system would be less than significant because 
adequate appropriate BMPs to address anticipated and potential pollutants from the project site would be implemented. 
(Impact 4.7-3b) 

Mitigation Measure  

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Implementation of the combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF scenario would result in similar long-term water 
quality degradation impacts as discussed above for the DeWitt Nelson only scenario. The DeWitt Nelson project 
would result in the operation of a firing range, which, depending on its design, could result in the release of 
contaminants such as lead and other heavy metals to the stormwater system or groundwater.  

Operation of a firing range could cause long-term discharges of lead and other heavy metals into the storm drainage system 
or groundwater. Without firing range design features to address anticipated and potential pollutants from the project site, long-
term water quality degradation would be considered a significant impact. (Impact 4.7-3c) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.7-3c 

Implement the mitigation measures for Impact 4.7-3a. 
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Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of the mitigation measures for Impact 4.7-3a would reduce the significant impact related to long-
term degradation of surface water quality from project-related contaminants to a less-than-significant level 
because the project would involve the implementation of various design features to prevent lead and other heavy 
metals from contaminating nearby waterways and groundwater aquifers. 



CDCR  NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects 
Hydrology and Water Quality 4.7-22 DEIR 

This page intentionally left blank.



NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects  CDCR 
DEIR 4.8-1 Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

4.8 LAND USE AND AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

This section describes the existing on-site and surrounding land uses, including local farmland, and evaluates the 
potential effects of the proposed projects on existing land uses, as well as impacts to agricultural resources. As a 
state agency, CDCR must consider relevant federal and state land use policies. However, CDCR is exempt from 
plans, policies, and regulations adopted by regional and local agencies subordinate to the State. Nevertheless, 
CDCR has provided a discussion of relevant local plans and policies because conflicts with these policies could 
potentially result in environmental impacts. The discussion does not imply that CDCR would be subject to local 
plans or regulations, either directly or through the CEQA process. 

4.8.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

EXISTING LAND USES 

DeWitt Nelson 

The 70-acre DeWitt Nelson project site is located entirely on state-owned land in unincorporated central San 
Joaquin County, southeast of the Stockton city limit, and is accessed off of Newcastle Road. The Stockton city 
limit is located approximate 0.75-mile north of the site (see Exhibit 3-2 in Chapter 3, “Project Description”). 
The Stockton Municipal Airport is located approximately 1.5 miles east of the site. The site is bounded by the 
vacant Karl Holten Youth Correctional Facility (future site of the approved California Health Care Facility) to the 
north; non-state-owned agricultural land to the east; undeveloped state lands, an existing retention basin, and a 
landfill (Forward Landfill) to the south; and the N. A. Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility (currently active) to 
the west. The site is designated Public (P) in the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 (County General Plan) 
(San Joaquin County 1992) and is zoned Public Facilities (P-F). Exhibit 4.8-1 shows the proposed DeWitt Nelson 
project on the land use diagram of the County General Plan. Although currently within jurisdiction of San Joaquin 
County, the site is located in the City of Stockton’s 2035 urban-services boundary and sphere of influence and is 
designated Institutional on the City of Stockton General Plan 2035 (City General Plan) land use diagram (City of 
Stockton 2007). Exhibit 4.8-2 shows the projects on the land use diagram. A sphere of influence generally 
delineates an area that a city intends to someday bring within its jurisdiction, through annexation of delineated 
lands. 

Land east and across Austin Road is designated General Agriculture (A/G) in the County General Plan (San 
Joaquin County 1992) and is zoned Agriculture 40 acres (AG-40). The lands are currently irrigated cropland 
planned with vineyards. As shown in Exhibit 4.8-3, 3 single-family residences are located east of the project sites 
directly across Austin Road. 

The DeWitt Nelson project site includes the vacant DeWitt Nelson Youth Correctional Facility, which was closed 
in 2008, on the southern portion of the property; and operational facility offices, utility buildings, and an on-site 
fire station on the northern portion of the property. An east-west private road bisects the vacant facility and 
facility offices. 

NCRF 

The 134-acre NCRF project site is located on entirely state-owned land in unincorporated central San Joaquin 
County, southeast of the Stockton City limit, and is accessed off of Arch Road. The Stockton City limit and Arch 
Road are located just north of the site. The Stockton Municipal Airport is located approximately 2-miles east of 
the site. The site is bounded by Arch Road to the north; Austin Road to the east; the vacant Karl Holten Youth 
Correctional Facility (future site of the approved California Health Care Facility) to the south; and non-state-
owned fallow land to the west. As with the DeWitt Nelson project site, the NCRF site is designated Public (P) in 
the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 (County General Plan) (San Joaquin County 1992) and is zoned 
Public Facilities (P-F). Exhibit 4.8-1 shows the project sites on the land use diagram of the County General Plan.  
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Source: San Joaquin County Community Development Department 2009, AECOM 2010 

 
San Joaquin County General Plan Land Use Designations Exhibit 4.8-1 
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City of Stockton General Plan Land Use Designations Exhibit 4.8-2 
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Residences in the Project Vicinity Exhibit 4.8-3 
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The project sites are also located in the City of Stockton’s 2035 urban-services boundary and sphere of influence 
and is designated Institutional on the City of Stockton General Plan 2035 (City General Plan) land use diagram 
(City of Stockton 2007). Exhibit 4.8-2 shows the project sites on the land use diagram. 

Land east and across Austin Road is designated General Agriculture (A/G) in the County General Plan (San 
Joaquin County 1992) and is zoned Agriculture 40 acres (AG-40). The lands are currently irrigated cropland. 
As shown in Exhibit 4.8-3, one single-family residence is located directly west across Austin Road. Two 
residences all located further to the south on Austin Road, approximately 0.5 mile from the site, and two 
additional residences are further to the west at the southwest corner of Newcastle and Arch Roads. 

FARMLAND MAP CLASSIFICATIONS 

Approximately 758,156 acres of agricultural land are located in San Joaquin County (California Department of 
Conservation 2008a). The county has 3,624 farms with an average size of 204 acres (U.S. Department of 
Agriculture 2007). Grapes are the primary type of crop/product produced in the county, followed by milk, 
cherries, tomatoes, walnuts, and almonds (San Joaquin County 2009). Of the 758,156 acres of agricultural land in 
the county, approximately 615,696 acres were designated Important Farmland (as defined by the California 
Department of Conservation [DOC]) in 2008. As defined below under “Regulatory Background,” Important 
Farmland includes Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland. In addition, 
Farmland of Local Importance can be defined by each county based on its importance to the local economy (DOC 
2008b: 88). The San Joaquin County Agriculture Department has defined Farmland of Local Potential Importance 
as being soils that qualify for Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance, but generally are not 
cultivated or irrigated (DOC 2008b: 91). 

Total acreage of Important Farmland in the County consisted of 396,985 acres of Prime Farmland, 86,299 acres of 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, 66,624 acres of Unique Farmland, and 65,788 acres of Farmland of Local 
Importance (DOC 2008a). 

DeWitt Nelson Site 

The San Joaquin County Important Farmland map, published by the DOC’s Division of Land Resource 
Protection, indicates that the facilities proposed on the DeWitt Nelson site are primarily located on land classified 
by the DOC’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program as Urban Built-Up Land. (See Exhibit 4.8-4.) The 
only exception is the new retention basin, which would be located on Prime Farmland and Farmland of Local 
Importance. A total of 4.5 acres of Important Farmland would be developed with the new retention basin. Note 
that temporary disturbance of soils within the boundary of construction activities (described in Chapter 3, “Project 
Description,” see Exhibit 3-5) includes Important Farmland outside of the new retention basin; however, this 
temporary soil disturbance associated primarily with activities such as equipment staging and moving, utilities 
trenching, and pipe lay down would not preclude future farming of this area. Consistent with the requirements of 
CEQA, this section focuses only on the permanent conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses. 

NCRF Site 

The San Joaquin County Important Farmland map shows that proposed facilities associated with NCRF would 
occur entirely within Urban and Built-Up Land. (See Exhibit 4.8-4.) Therefore, the proposed NCRF project site 
does not include Important Farmland as defined in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. As described 
above for the DeWitt Nelson site, temporary soil disturbance may occur outside of the Urban and Built-Up Land, 
and may occur on Important Farmland. Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, this section focuses only on 
the permanent conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses. 
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Farmland Exhibit 4.8-4 
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Williamson Act Contracts 

The California Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act) (California Government Code Section 5120 et seq.), 
administered by DOC, was enacted in 1965 when population growth and rising property taxes were recognized as 
a threat to the viability of valuable farmland in California. CDCR is not subject to the Williamson Act. Neither the 
proposed DeWitt Nelson nor the proposed NCRF project sites are under a Williamson Act contract. 

4.8.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

FEDERAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

No federal land use plans, policies, regulations, or laws are relevant to the proposed projects. 

STATE PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

State Planning and Zoning Laws 

California Government Code Section 65300 et seq. establishes the obligation of cities and counties to adopt and 
implement general plans. The general plan is a comprehensive, long-term, and general document that describes 
plans for the physical development of a city or county and of any land outside its boundaries that, in the city’s or 
county’s judgment, bears relation to its planning. The general plan addresses a broad range of topics, including at 
a minimum land use, circulation, housing, conservation, open space, noise, and safety. In addressing these topics, 
the general plan identifies the goals, objectives, policies, principles, standards, and plan proposals that support the 
city’s or county’s vision for the area. 

The State Zoning Law (California Government Code Section 65800 et seq.) establishes that zoning ordinances, 
which are laws that define allowable land uses within a specific zone district, are required to be consistent with 
the general plan. 

Local general plan policies and zoning ordinances, as they relate to the CDCR property, are summarized below. 
The proposed projects would be under the jurisdiction of CDCR (a state agency). State agencies are exempt (as 
established by Hall vs. City of Taft (1952) 47 Cal.App.2d 177) from complying with local or county plans, 
policies, or zoning regulations. Nevertheless, conflicts with nearby land uses that could be developed inconsistent 
with local plans could result in potentially significant environmental impacts. For these reasons, CDCR considers 
local land use policies and regulations when making land use planning decisions, but is not subject to complying 
with these policies and regulations. 

California Important Farmland Inventory System and Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program 

The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) was established by the State of California in 1982 to 
continue the Important Farmland mapping efforts begun in 1975 by the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) (now 
Natural Resources Conservation Service [NRCS]). The intent of the SCS was to produce agricultural-resource 
maps based on soil quality and land use across the nation. DOC sponsors the FMMP and is also responsible for 
establishing agricultural easements in accordance with California Public Resources Code Sections 10250–10255. 

As part of the nationwide effort to map agricultural land uses, NRCS uses a series of definitions known as Land 
Inventory and Monitoring (LIM) criteria. The LIM criteria classify the land’s suitability for agricultural 
production. Suitability includes both the physical and chemical characteristics of soils as well as the actual land 
use. Maps of Important Farmland are derived from the NRCS soil survey maps using the LIM criteria and are 
available by county. The maps prepared by NRCS classify land into one of 8 categories, which are defined as 
follows (DOC 2008:4): 
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► Prime Farmland—Land that has the best combination of features for the production of agricultural crops. 

► Farmland of Statewide Importance—Land other than Prime Farmland that has a good combination of 
physical and chemical features for the production of agricultural crops. 

► Unique Farmland—Land of lesser quality soils used for the production of the state’s leading agricultural 
cash crops. 

► Farmland of Local Importance—Land that is of importance to the local agricultural economy. 

► Grazing Land—Land with existing vegetation that is suitable for grazing. 

► Urban and Built-Up Lands—Land occupied by structures with a density of at least one dwelling unit per 
1.5 acres, or approximately 6 structures to a 10-acre parcel. This land is used for residential, industrial, 
commercial, institutional, public utility structures, and other developed purposes. 

► Land Committed to Nonagricultural Use—Vacant areas; existing lands that have a permanent commitment 
to development but have an existing land use of agricultural or grazing lands. 

► Other Lands—Land that does not meet the criteria of the remaining categories. 

The designations for Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland are defined 
together in CEQA under the terms “Agricultural Land” (California Public Resources Code Sections 21060.1 and 
21095) and “Important Farmland” (State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G). The conversion of these types of 
farmland could be considered an environmental impact. 

Williamson Act Contracts 

The California Land Conservation Act of 1965, commonly known as the Williamson Act, enables local 
governments to form contracts with private landowners to promote the continued use of the relevant land in 
agricultural or related open space use. In return, landowners receive property tax assessments that are based on 
farming and open space uses instead of full market value. Local governments receive an annual subvention 
(subsidy) of forgone property tax revenues from the state via the Open Space Subvention Act of 1971 
(DOC 2010). 

The Williamson Act empowers local governments to establish “agricultural preserves” consisting of lands devoted 
to agricultural uses and other compatible uses. When such preserves are established, the locality may offer owners of 
agricultural land that is included in the preserves the opportunity to enter into annually renewable contracts that 
restrict the land to agricultural use for at least 10 years (i.e., the contract continues to run for 10 years following the 
first date upon which the contract is not renewed). In return, the landowner is guaranteed a relatively stable tax base, 
founded on the value of the land for agricultural/open space use only and unaffected by its development potential. In 
2009, state budget amendments reduced Williamson Act subvention payments budget to $1,000, which, in essence, 
suspended the subvention payments to counties. 

Cancellation of a Williamson Act contract involves an extensive review and approval process, in addition to 
payment by the landowner of fees of up to 12.5% of the property value. The local jurisdiction approving the 
cancellation must find that the cancellation is consistent with the purpose of the California Land Conservation Act 
or is in the public interest (California Government Code Section 51282). 
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LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND ORDINANCES 

San Joaquin County General Plan 

The County General Plan was adopted in 1992 and includes community plans for each of San Joaquin County’s 
(County’s) 11 planning subareas. Overall, the County General Plan establishes a land use goal to provide an 
organized and orderly development pattern that concentrates urban development in urban communities to protect 
the County’s agricultural and natural resources (San Joaquin County 1992). 

The County General Plan establishes several land use designations that specify allowable development types 
within each of the County’s planning subareas. The NCRF and DeWitt Nelson project sites are surrounded by 
land designated as General Agriculture by the County General Plan land use map and the County zoning for these 
properties are AG-40. The General Agriculture land use designation is applied to agricultural areas that have 
viable commercial farming on large land areas (San Joaquin County 1992). The AG-40 zoning designation 
defines 40-acre minimum lot sizes for each property. 

The following objectives and policies are set forth in the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 relating to 
agricultural resources. These policies are not directly applicable to the proposed projects. The lead agency is 
citing these policies, however, in order to assist with the determination of whether the projects’ impacts are 
significant. 

Open Space—Agricultural Lands 

► Objective 1: To protect agricultural lands needed for the continuation of commercial agricultural enterprises, 
small-scale farming operations and the preservation of open space. 

► Objective 2: To recognize agricultural lands that contain concentrations of small-scale agricultural operations 
and dwellings. 

► Objective 3: To minimize the impact on agriculture in the transition of agricultural areas to urban 
development. 

• Policy 8: To protect agricultural land, non-agricultural uses which are allowed in the agricultural areas 
should be clustered, and strip or scattered development should be prohibited. 

• Policy 9: Agriculture shall be protected from nuisance complaints from non-agricultural land uses by 
appropriate regulatory and land use planning mechanisms. 

• Policy 10: Non-agricultural land uses at the edge of agricultural areas shall incorporate adequate buffers 
(e.g., fences and setbacks) to prevent conflicts with adjoining agricultural operations. 

San Joaquin Council of Governments Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

Land uses and development adjacent to airports in San Joaquin County are governed by the San Joaquin Council 
of Governments’ (SJCOG’s) Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) (SJCOG 2009), which was updated 
in 2009. The ALUCP establishes development criteria, such as allowable building heights and building materials, 
for subareas measured at specific distances within the areas of influence of San Joaquin County airports. Stockton 
Metropolitan Airport, Tracy Municipal Airport, Lodi Airport, Kingdon Airport, New Jerusalem Airport, and Lodi 
Airpark are covered by the ALUCP. The ALUCP was adopted consistent with the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) Guidelines. 

Stockton Metropolitan Airport is the largest airport in the county and its nearest runway terminates approximately 
1.5 miles west of the project sites. Stockton Metropolitan Airport includes two parallel runways, high-speed 
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taxiways, aircraft parking and storage facilities, a passenger terminal, automobile parking, and 
commercial/industrial areas. Airport activities include passenger service, air cargo transport, and some military 
use. The northeastern border of Stockton Metropolitan Airport’s area of influence encompasses the O. H. Close, 
N.A. Chaderjian, and DeWitt Nelson Youth Correctional Facilities and the southwest corner of the Karl Holton 
Youth Correctional Facility (future California Health Care Facility site). The entire state-owned property is 
designated in the ALUCP as a noise-sensitive area. 

The ALUCP identifies design standards that apply to county and city development projects. The ALUCP states 
that habitable structures must be designed to reduce interior noise to 45 decibels and buildings should not use 
reflective materials on the exterior (SJCOG 2009:1-3). Transmission lines within the ALUCP area of influence 
are to be located underground so not to interfere with aircraft communications and navigation and to avoid 
conflicts with low-flying aircraft. Discussion related to noise impacts associated with the airport is found in 
Section 4.9, “Noise.” 

In addition to broad requirements for development within Stockton Metropolitan Airport’s area of influence, the 
ALUCP establishes requirements for subareas located closer to the airport. These areas include runway protection 
zones, inner approach and climbout areas, outer approach and climbout areas, and transitional zones. The project 
sites are not located within any of these subareas. 

San Joaquin County Right-to-Farm Ordinance 

As required by Agricultural Lands Implementation Policy 2 in the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 (San 
Joaquin County 1992), the San Joaquin County Right-to-Farm Ordinance was adopted to preserve, protect, and 
encourage the development and improvement of agricultural land in San Joaquin County for the production of 
food and other agricultural products. The purpose of the ordinance is to reduce the loss of the county’s 
commercial agricultural resources by limiting the circumstances under which agricultural operations may be 
deemed to constitute a nuisance. Existing agricultural lands (in operation for more than 1 year) may not be 
considered a nuisance as a result of subsequently changed conditions in the area, such as urbanization. Under San 
Joaquin County’s current ordinance, applicants for building permits are provided a disclosure statement regarding 
the Right-to-Farm Ordinance, but there is no mandatory process for notifying prospective property owners. The 
goal of disclosure is to inform the buyer or owner of the presence of possible irritants, like tractor noise and odors, 
to prevent future nuisance complaints. 

City of Stockton General Plan 2035 

In April 2003, the Stockton City Council approved a work program for the update of the 1990 City of Stockton 
General Plan. The update of the general plan was approved by the Stockton City Council in December 2007. The 
2035 land use diagram shows that the City of Stockton plans to expand the city limits to include the project sites 
and designates the project sites “Institutional.” All lands surrounding the project sites have been designated for 
Industrial uses. Exhibit 4.8-2 shows the project sites on the land use diagram for the City of Stockton General 
Plan 2035. 

City of Stockton Right-to-Farm Ordinance 

The City of Stockton Agricultural Preservation Ordinance, known as the Right-to-Farm Ordinance, was adopted 
to preserve the use of agricultural land for agricultural production, support the right of persons to farm, limit the 
circumstances under which an agricultural operation can be considered a nuisance, and advise property owners 
adjacent to agricultural lands of the inherent conflicts that may occur as a result of living near agricultural 
operations. 

A disclosure statement is required whenever adjacent property is sold or building permit applications are 
submitted, notifying the buyer about adjacent agricultural land and possible discomforts related to agricultural 
operations. In addition, each tentative subdivision map for property adjacent to agricultural operations must 
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contain a deed restriction waiving the owners’ right to complain about or file an action concerning farming 
operations and practices. 

City of Stockton Public Facilities Fee Program Administration Guidelines: Agricultural Land 
Mitigation Program 

Effective May 2007, the City of Stockton City Council adopted a resolution that added an Agricultural Land 
Mitigation Program to the City of Stockton Public Facilities Fee Program Administration Guidelines. Specifically, 
the Agricultural Land Mitigation Program applies to all projects under the jurisdiction of the City of Stockton that 
would result in the conversion of agricultural land to a non-agricultural use, including residential, commercial, 
and industrial development. For projects of 40 acres or more, the in-kind direct purchase/acquisition of an 
agricultural mitigation easement at a 1:1 ratio and dedication to a qualifying entity is required. For projects of less 
than 40 acres, an in-lieu agricultural mitigation fee may be paid. 

4.8.3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECTS 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

These thresholds are based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Sections II and X. These sections of Appendix G 
provide a checklist of criteria that may be considered in performing an analysis of the land use and agricultural 
resource impacts of a project. The projects would result in significant land use and agricultural resource impacts if 
they would: 

► physically divide an established community; 

► conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect; 

► conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan; 

► convert Important Farmland (i.e., Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance) 
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use; 

► conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract; and/or 

► involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Important Farmland to nonagricultural uses. 

Other CEQA land use considerations include evaluation of project consistency with plans and policies adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or reducing impacts, and consistency with habitat conservation plans. The County or City 
general plans do not contain any land use or agricultural resource policies relevant to the NCRF project and 
DeWitt Nelson project. Specific policies, plans, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect are considered within the resource issue discussions (e.g., noise, air quality) where the 
plans and policies are relevant. The project’s consistency with an adopted habitation conservation plan (HCP) is 
discussed in Section 4.2, “Biological Resources.” 



CDCR  NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects 
Land Use and Agricultural Resources 4.8-12 DEIR 

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.8-1: Potential for Physical Division of an Established Community 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson project would be located on an existing and closed youth correctional facility that is 
surrounded by other operational and nonoperational correctional facilities and agricultural land. Few residences 
exist in the project vicinity. All proposed improvements would be located on existing state land, and generally in 
the same location where current correctional uses are located. Therefore, the project would not divide an 
established community. This impact would be less than significant. 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson improvements would be located entirely on state-owned property among existing operational 
correctional facilities and agricultural property and would not physically divide an established community. This would be a 
less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.8-1a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

The proposed NCRF project would be located on an existing and former women’s correctional facility that is 
surrounded by other operational and nonoperational correctional facilities and agricultural land. Few residences 
exist in the project vicinity. All proposed improvements would be located on existing state land, and generally in 
the same location where current correctional uses are located. Therefore, the project would not physically divide 
an established community. This impact would be less than significant. 

The proposed NCRF facilities would be located entirely on state-owned property among existing operational correctional 
facilities and agricultural property and would not physically divide an established community. This would be a less-than-
significant impact. (Impact 4.8-1b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

As discussed above, the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would not divide an established community 
because both projects would be located on existing state land, and generally in the same location where current 
correctional uses are located. Therefore, the projects, in combination, would not divide an established community. 
This impact would be less than significant. 

The proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities would be located entirely on state-owned property among existing 
operational correctional facilities and agricultural property and, in combination, would not physically divide an established 
community. This would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.8-1c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 
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Impact 4.8-2: Conflict with an Applicable Land Use Plan, Policy, or Regulation 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

The DeWitt Nelson site is designated Public (P) under the County General Plan and is zoned Public Facilities 
(P-F). Consistent with this designation, a large portion of the site is developed and formerly occupied with a 
Division of Juvenile Justice youth correctional facility. Lands east of the site across Austin Road, and lands south 
of the DeWitt Nelson project site are zoned Agriculture 40 Acres. Lands directly adjacent to the east and 
southeast of the site that contain private active agricultural land and the existing retention basin are zoned Public 
Facilities. 

While properties adjacent to the site to the east are covered under San Joaquin County’s Right-to-Farm 
Ordinance, the state is exempt from complying with local ordinances. Nonetheless, existing agricultural practices 
would be allowed to continue without restriction at these adjacent properties. Certain agricultural practices can be 
a nuisance to sensitive receptors such as the inmates in the proposed DeWitt Nelson facility. Nuisances could 
include noise from trucks, tractors, and airplanes; dust; and pesticide applications. As currently shown on the site 
plan, the existing buildings at the DeWitt Nelson project site that would be repurposed would be separated by a 
buffer area containing the electrified fence and access roads. This buffer area would be approximately 420-feet 
wide, which would provide a substantial separation between the active agricultural operations and sensitive 
receptors. 

The proposed conversion of the existing DeWitt Nelson site to an adult male correctional facility would also 
remain consistent with the site’s existing Public (P) designation. CDCR is not subject to local planning 
requirements; nonetheless, the proposed project is consistent with zoning and land use designations for the site 
and would not conflict with any adopted environmental plans, policies, or goals. Therefore, this impact is less 
than significant. 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson project is not subject to local plan, policies, or goals; nonetheless, it is consistent with the 
planned land uses and zoning for the site. This would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.8-2a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

The NCRF site is designated Public (P) under the County General Plan and is zoned Public Facilities (P-F). 
Consistent with this designation, a large portion of the site is developed and formerly occupied by a women’s 
correctional facility, the Northern California Women’s Facility. Lands east of the project site across Austin Road 
and north of Arch Road are zoned Agriculture 40 Acres. These properties are covered under San Joaquin 
County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance (although the State is exempt from compliance). The agricultural practices 
east of the site off of Austin Road would occur approximately 450 feet from the proposed NCRF, which would 
reduce any potential for agricultural-related nuisances. 

While properties adjacent to the site to the east are covered under San Joaquin County’s Right-to-Farm 
Ordinance, the state is exempt from complying with local ordinances. Nonetheless, existing agricultural practices 
would be allowed to continue without restriction at these adjacent properties. Certain agricultural practices can be 
a nuisance to sensitive receptors such as the inmates in the proposed NCRF facility. Nuisances could include 
noise from trucks, tractors, and airplanes; dust; and pesticide applications. As currently shown on the site plan, the 
existing buildings at the NCRF project site that would be repurposed would be separated by a buffer area 
containing the electrified fence and access roads and undeveloped State property. This buffer area would be 
approximately 300-400-feet wide, which would provide a substantial separation between the active agricultural 
operations and sensitive receptors. 
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The proposed conversion of the NCRF site to a reentry facility would remain consistent with the Public (P) 
designation. CDCR is not subject to local planning requirements; nonetheless, the proposed project is consistent 
with zoning and land use designations for the site and would not conflict with any adopted land use plans, 
policies, or goals. Therefore, this impact is less than significant.  

The proposed NCRF project is not subject to local plans or policies; nonetheless, it is consistent with the planned land uses 
and zoning for the site. This would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.8-2b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

As discussed above, the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would not conflict with applicable land use 
plans, policies, or regulations because proposed uses for both projects would not be subject to local planning 
requirements; however, all proposed facilities would be consistent with the County’s “Public” general plan land 
use designation and the City’s “Public Facilities” zoning designation. Also, nearby agricultural uses in proximity 
to both the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects sites would be allowed to continue without restriction 
because there is a sufficient buffer area between facility buildings and agricultural fields. Therefore, the project, in 
combination, would not conflict with any adopted land use plans, policies, or goals. This impact would be less 
than significant. 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would not be subject to local planning requirements and in combination, 
would not conflict with any adopted land use plans, policies, or goals. This would be a less-than-significant impact. 
(Impact 4.8-2c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.8-3: Convert Important Farmland to Nonagricultural Uses 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson project would involve conversion of a total of 4.5 acres of Important Farmland. 
Therefore, this impact would be significant. 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson project would convert approximately 4.5 acres of Important Farmland to a nonagricultural land 
uses. This would be a significant impact. (Impact 4.8-3a) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.8-3a 

Prior to operation of the DeWitt Nelson project, a perpetual agricultural conservation easement or deed 
shall be recorded on land that is consistent in quality, as characterized by DOC’s Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program, equal in acreage to the number of acres of Important Farmland converted by the 
proposed DeWitt Nelson Project (minimum 1:1 ratio). The total amount shall be 4.5 acres minimum. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of the mitigation measure for Impact 4.2-1a would result in an agricultural conservation easement 
that would limit future farmland conversion for the acres conserved. While this mitigation would conserve a like 
amount of farmland that would be converted with the project, farmland would still be lost because no new 
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farmland would be created. While this mitigation reduces the project’s impacts to important farmlands, it would 
not eliminate the impact or reduce it to a less-than-significant level. No other feasible mitigation is available that 
would result in the creation of new farmland. Therefore, with implementation of this mitigation, this impact 
would remain a significant and unavoidable impact.  

NCRF Only 

The proposed NCRF project would not result in the conversion of Important Farmland because none of the 
proposed facilities are located on land designated as farmland. Therefore, this impact would be less-than-
significant. 

The proposed NCRF project would not convert land that is designated Important Farmland to nonagricultural use. This impact 
would be less than significant. (Impact 4.8-3b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

As discussed above, although the development of the NCRF project would not convert Important Farmland, the 
development of the firing range under the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would result in the conversion of land 
designated as Prime Farmland and Farmland of Local Importance to a nonagricultural land use. Therefore, under 
the combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facility scenario, this impact would be significant. 

Development of the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects, in combination, would convert approximately 4.5 acres of 
land that is designated Prime Farmland and Farmland of Local Importance to a nonagricultural land use. This would be a 
significant impact. (Impact 4.8-3c) 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-3c 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure to Impact 4.8-3a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

As discussed above for the DeWitt Nelson project site, implementation of mitigation measures for Impact 4.2-1a 
would conserve at least 4.5 acres of existing Important Farmland. Although recording an agricultural conservation 
easement would limit future farmland conversion for the acres conserved, it would not result in the replacement of 
the 4.5 acres converted by the project, because no new farmland would be created. Therefore, the conversion of 
Important Farmland to a nonagricultural use for the combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects, although 
reduced in severity, would remain a significant and unavoidable impact.  

Impact 4.8-4: Conflict with or Result in the Cancellation of Existing Williamson Act Contracts 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Implementation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would not conflict with existing Williamson Act contracts 
or result in the cancellation of such contracts. The project site is not under a Williamson Act contract and 
proposed construction would be located on existing institutional land and would continue existing land uses. 
Therefore, there would be no impact. 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson project site is not under a Williamson Act contract. There would be no impact in regard to 
conflicts with existing Williamson Act contracts. (Impact 4.8-4a) 
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Mitigation Measure 

No impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

Implementation of the proposed NCRF project would not conflict with existing Williamson Act contracts or result 
in the cancellation of such contracts. The project site is not under a Williamson Act contract and proposed 
construction would be located on existing institutional land and would continue existing land uses. Therefore, 
there would be no impact. 

The proposed NCRF project site is not under a Williamson Act contract. There would be no impact in regard to conflicts with 
existing Williamson Act contracts. (Impact 4.8-4b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

As discussed above, neither the proposed DeWitt Nelson nor the proposed NCRF projects sites are under a 
Williamson Act contract. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson and the proposed NCRF projects are not under any existing Williamson Act contracts. There 
would be no impact in regard conflicts with existing Williamson Act contracts. (Impact 4.8-4c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 
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4.9 NOISE 

This section describes ambient noise conditions in the vicinity of the project sites and summarizes applicable 
regulations. This section also analyzes noise impacts associated with the implementation of the NCRF) and 
DeWitt Nelson projects, including a discussion of short-term construction and long-term operational noise 
sources, and compatibility of surrounding land uses with on-site noise levels. 

4.9.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

NOISE FUNDAMENTALS 

Acoustics is the scientific study that evaluates perception, propagation, absorption, and reflection of sound waves. 
Sound is a mechanical form of radiant energy, transmitted by a pressure wave through a solid, liquid, or gaseous 
medium. Sound that is loud, disagreeable, unexpected, or unwanted is generally defined as noise; consequently, 
the perception of sound is subjective in nature, and can vary substantially from person to person. Common sources 
of environmental noise and noise levels are presented in Exhibit 4.9-1. 

A sound wave is initiated in a medium by a vibrating object (e.g., vocal chords, the string of a guitar, the 
diaphragm of a radio speaker). The wave consists of minute variations in pressure, oscillating above and below 
the ambient atmospheric pressure. The number of pressure variation cycles occurring per second is referred to as 
the frequency of the sound wave and is expressed in hertz (Hz), which is equivalent to one complete cycle per 
second. 

Directly measuring sound pressure fluctuations would require the use of a very large and cumbersome range of 
numbers. To avoid this and have a more useable numbering system, the decibel (dB) scale was introduced. 
A sound level expressed in decibels is the logarithmic ratio of two like pressure quantities, with one pressure 
quantity being a reference sound pressure. For sound pressure in air the standard reference quantity is generally 
considered to be 20 micropascals, which directly corresponds to the threshold of human hearing. The use of the 
decibel is a convenient way to handle the million-fold range of sound pressures to which the human ear is 
sensitive. A decibel is logarithmic; it does not follow normal algebraic methods and cannot be directly added. 
For example, a 65 dB source of sound, such as a truck, when joined by another 65 dB source results in a sound 
amplitude of 68 dB, not 130 dB (i.e., doubling the source strength increases the sound pressure by 3 dB). A sound 
level increase of 10 dB corresponds to 10 times the acoustical energy, and an increase of 20 dB equates to a  
100-fold increase in acoustical energy. 

The loudness of sound perceived by the human ear depends primarily on the overall sound pressure level and 
frequency content of the sound source. The human ear is not equally sensitive to loudness at all frequencies in the 
audible spectrum. To better relate overall sound levels and loudness to human perception, frequency-dependent 
weighting networks were developed. The standard weighting networks are identified as A through E. There is a 
strong correlation between the way humans perceive sound and A-weighted sound levels (dBA). For this reason 
the dBA can be used to predict community response to noise from the environment, including noise from 
transportation and stationary sources. Noise can be generated by a number of sources, including mobile sources 
(transportation noise) such as automobiles, trucks, and airplanes and stationary sources (non-transportation noise) 
such as construction sites, machinery, and commercial and industrial operations. As acoustic energy spreads 
through the atmosphere from the source to the receiver, noise levels attenuate (decrease) depending on ground 
absorption characteristics, atmospheric conditions, and the presence of physical barriers (e.g., walls, building 
façades, berms). Noise generated from mobile sources generally attenuate at a rate of 3dBA (typical for hard 
surfaces, such as asphalt) to 4.5 dBA (typical for soft surfaces, such as grasslands) per doubling of distance, 
depending on the intervening ground type. Stationary noise sources spread with more spherical dispersion patterns 
that attenuate at a rate of 6 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance for hard and soft sites, respectively. 
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Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2010 

 
Common Noise Sources and Levels Exhibit 4.9-1 
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Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, turbulence, temperature gradients, and humidity may additionally 
alter the propagation of noise and affect levels at a receiver. Furthermore, the presence of a large object 
(e.g., barrier, topographic features, and intervening building façades) between the source and the receptor can 
provide significant attenuation of noise levels at the receiver. The amount of noise level reduction or “shielding” 
provided by a barrier primarily depends on the size of the barrier, the location of the barrier in relation to the 
source and receivers, and the frequency spectra of the noise. Natural barriers such as berms, hills, or dense woods, 
and human-made features such as buildings and walls may be used as noise barriers. 

Noise Descriptors 

The intensity of environmental noise fluctuates over time, and several different descriptors of time-averaged noise 
levels can be used. The selection of a proper noise descriptor for a specific source depends on the spatial and 
temporal distribution, duration, and fluctuation of both the noise source and the environment. The noise 
descriptors most often used to describe environmental noise are defined below. 

► Lmax (Maximum Noise Level): The maximum instantaneous noise level during a specific period of time. The 
Lmax may also be referred to as the “peak (noise) level.” 

► Lmin (Minimum Noise Level): The minimum instantaneous noise level during a specific period of time. 

► Lx (Statistical Descriptor): The noise level exceeded X% of a specific period of time. For example, L50 is the 
median noise level, or level exceeded 50% of the time. 

► Leq (Equivalent Noise Level): The average noise level. The instantaneous noise levels during a specific period 
of time in dBA are converted to relative energy values. From the sum of the relative energy values, an average 
energy value is calculated, which is then converted back to dBA to determine the Leq. In noise environments 
determined by major noise events, such as aircraft overflights, the Leq value is heavily influenced by the 
magnitude and number of single events that produce the high noise levels. 

► Ldn (Day-Night Average Noise Level): The 24-hour Leq with a 10-dBA “penalty” for noise events that occur 
during the noise-sensitive hours between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. In other words, 10 dBA is “added” to noise 
events that occur in the nighttime hours, and this generates a higher reported noise level when determining 
compliance with noise standards. The Ldn attempts to account for the fact that noise during this specific period 
of time is a potential source of disturbance with respect to normal sleeping hours. 

► CNEL (Community Noise Equivalent Level): The CNEL is similar to the Ldn described above, but with an 
additional 5-dBA “penalty” added to noise events that occur during the noise-sensitive hours between 7 p.m. 
and 10 p.m., which are typically reserved for relaxation, conversation, reading, and television. When the same 
24-hour noise data are used, the reported CNEL is typically approximately 0.5 dBA higher than the Ldn. 

► SEL (Sound Exposure Level): The cumulative exposure to sound energy over a stated period of time. 

Community noise is commonly described in terms of the ambient noise level which is defined as the all-
encompassing noise level associated with a given noise environment. A common statistical tool to measure the 
ambient noise level is the average, or equivalent, sound level Leq which corresponds to a steady-state A-weighted 
sound level containing the same total energy as a time-varying signal over a given time period (usually one hour). 
The Leq is the foundation of the composite noise descriptors such as Ldn and CNEL, as defined above, and shows 
very good correlation with community response to noise. 

NEGATIVE EFFECTS OF NOISE ON HUMANS 

Excessive and chronic exposure to elevated noise levels can result in auditory and non-auditory effects on 
humans. Auditory effects of noise on people are those related to temporary or permanent hearing loss caused by 



CDCR  NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects 
Noise 4.9-4 DEIR 

loud noises. Non-auditory effects of exposure to elevated noise levels are those related to behavioral and 
physiological effects. The non-auditory behavioral effects of noise on humans are associated primarily with the 
subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, and dissatisfaction, which lead to interference with activities such as 
communications, sleep, and learning. The non-auditory physiological health effects of noise on humans have been 
the subject of considerable research attempting to discover correlations between exposure to elevated noise levels 
and health problems, such as hypertension and cardiovascular disease. The mass of research infers that noise-
related health issues are predominantly the result of behavioral stressors and not a direct noise-induced response. 
The extent to which noise contributes to non-auditory health effects remains a subject of considerable research, 
with no definitive conclusions. 

The degree to which noise results in annoyance and interference is highly subjective and may be influenced by 
several non-acoustic factors. The number and effect of these non-acoustic environmental and physical factors vary 
depending on individual characteristics of the noise environment such as sensitivity, level of activity, location, 
time of day, and length of exposure. One key aspect in the prediction of human response to new noise 
environments is the individual level of adaptation to an existing noise environment. The greater the change in the 
noise levels that are attributed to a new noise source, relative to the environment an individual has become 
accustomed to, the less tolerable the new noise source will be to the new noise source. 

With respect to how humans perceive and react to changes in noise levels, a 1dBA increase is imperceptible, a 
3 dBA increase is barely perceptible, a 6 dBA increase is clearly noticeable, and a 10-dBA increase is subjectively 
perceived as approximately twice as loud (Egan 1988: 21). These subjective reactions to changes in noise levels 
was developed on the basis of test subjects’ reactions to changes in the levels of steady-state pure tones or broad-
band noise and to changes in levels of a given noise source. It is probably most applicable to noise levels in the 
range of 50 to 70 dBA, as this is the usual range of voice and interior noise levels. For these reasons, a noise level 
increase of 3 dBA or more is typically considered substantial in terms of the degradation of the existing noise 
environment. 

VIBRATION 

Vibration is similar to noise in that it is a pressure wave traveling through an elastic medium, such as air; 
however, vibration relates to the excitation of a structure or surface, such as in buildings or the ground. As is the 
case with airborne noise, structure and groundborne vibrations can be described according to amplitude and 
frequency content. The vibratory motion can be depicted in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. 
Human and structural response to different vibration levels is influenced by a number of factors, including ground 
type, distance between source and receptor, duration, and the number of perceived vibration events. Sources of 
vibration include natural phenomena (e.g., earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, sea waves, landslides) and those 
introduced by human activity (e.g., explosions, machinery, traffic, trains, construction equipment). Vibration 
sources may be continuous, (e.g., operating factory machinery or transient in nature, explosions). Vibration levels 
can be depicted in terms of amplitude and frequency, relative to displacement, velocity, or acceleration. 

Vibration amplitudes are commonly expressed in peak particle velocity (PPV) or root-mean-square (RMS) 
vibration velocity. PPV is defined as the maximum instantaneous positive or negative peak of a vibration signal, 
or the quantity of displacement measured from peak to trough of the vibration wave. Root-mean-square is defined 
as the positive and negative statistical measure of the magnitude of a varying quantity. The RMS of a signal is the 
average of the squared amplitude of the signal, typically calculated over a period of 1 second. PPV is typically 
used in the monitoring of transient and impact vibration and has been found to correlate well to the stresses 
experienced by buildings (Federal Transit Administration [FTA] 2006: 7-1 – 7-8, California Department of 
Transportation [Caltrans] 2004: 5-7). PPV and RMS vibration velocity are normally described in inches per 
second (in/sec). 

Although PPV is appropriate for evaluating the potential for building damage, it is not always suitable for 
evaluating human response. The response of the human body to vibration relates well to average vibration 
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amplitude; therefore, vibration impacts on humans are evaluated in terms of RMS vibration velocity. Similar to 
airborne sound, vibration velocity can be expressed in decibel notation as vibration decibels (VdB). The 
logarithmic nature of the decibel serves to compress the broad range of numbers required to describe vibration. 

Typical outdoor sources of perceptible groundborne vibration include construction equipment, steel-wheeled 
trains, and traffic on rough roads. Although the effects of vibration may be imperceptible at low levels, effects 
may result in detectable vibrations and slight damage to nearby structures at moderate and high levels, 
respectively. At the highest levels of vibration, damage to structures is primarily architectural (e.g., loosening and 
cracking of plaster or stucco coatings) and rarely results in damage to structural components. The range of 
vibration that is relevant to this analysis occurs from approximately 50 VdB, which is the typical background 
vibration-velocity level, to 100 VdB, which is the general threshold where minor damage can occur in fragile 
buildings (FTA 2006: 8-1 – 8-8). 

EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT 

NCRF 

The existing noise environment within the area of the NCRF site is influenced primarily by transportation noise 
emanating from vehicular traffic on Arch Road, which extends along the north side of the NCRF site, and Austin 
Road, which extends along the eastern end of the NCRF site. Specifically, a high number of heavy trucks use Austin 
Road to access the Burlington Northern and Santa Fe (BNSF) Intermodal Transfer Facility, and to a lesser extent use 
Arch Road to access the Forward Landfill. Additional noise sources near the NCRF include seasonal operation of 
agricultural equipment on adjacent parcels, aircraft overflights, and operational noise generated by the BNSF 
Facility to the east. 

DeWitt Nelson 

The existing noise environment within the area of the DeWitt Nelson site is the same as that described above for the 
NCRF site, because the two sites are in close proximity and are only separated by approximately 3,000 feet when 
measuring from the nearest fence lines of each facility relative to one another.  

Because of its closer proximity to Forward Landfill, the noise environment of the DeWitt Nelson site is also 
influenced by activities at the landfill itself, including operation of machinery, trucks, and heavy equipment. On the 
landfill property, a large debris mound covered with earth extends approximately 200 feet in height from near Austin 
Road on the east to Newcastle Road on the west. The berm blocks most views and provides a substantial noise 
barrier for noise generated at the landfill. In addition, the mound blocks line-of-sight to the DeWitt Nelson and 
NCRF sites, located to the north, from noise-sensitive receptors located south (, east, and west of the Forward 
Landfill. The majority of landfill activities are conducted to the south of the mound and audible noise on the project 
sites is attributable to heavy truck entering and exiting the landfill facility. 

EXISTING NOISE-SENSITIVE LAND USES 

Noise-sensitive land uses are generally considered to include those uses where noise exposure could result in 
health-related risks to individuals, as well as places where quiet is an essential element of their intended purpose. 
Residential dwellings are of primary concern because of the potential for increased and prolonged exposure of 
individuals to both interior and exterior noise levels. There are four noise sensitive residential uses along Austin 
Road, nine noise sensitive residential uses along Newcastle Road and two noise sensitive residential uses along 
Arch Road, as shown in Exhibit 4.9-2. Additional land uses such as parks, historic sites, cemeteries, and 
recreation areas are also considered sensitive to increases in exterior noise levels. Schools, places of worship, 
hotels, libraries, and other places where low interior noise levels are essential are also considered noise-sensitive 
land uses. 
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Source: Prepared by AECOM in 2010 

 
Noise Measurement Locations Exhibit 4.9-2 
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DeWitt Nelson 

The nearest on-site noise-sensitive land uses to the DeWitt Nelson facility include residential uses (inmate 
housing units) at the N. A. Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility (NCYCC) located approximately 200 feet to 
the west, when measuring from the nearest fence lines of each facility relative to one another. The nearest off-site 
residential dwelling is located 1,800 feet to the east along Austin Road. Off-site residential dwellings are also 
located approximately 2,200 feet to the west along Newcastle Road, when measuring from the facility fence line 
to the residential property line. 

NCRF 

The nearest on-site noise-sensitive land uses to the NCRF facility include residential uses (inmate housing units) 
at the O. H. Close Youth Correctional Facility located approximately 1,800 feet to the southwest, when measuring 
from the nearest fence lines of each facility relative to one another. The nearest off-site sensitive receptors 
(residential dwellings) are located along Austin Road, approximately 500 feet, when measuring from the facility 
fence line to the residential property line, adjacent to the eastern boundary of the project sites. Off-site residential 
dwellings are also located approximately 2,300 feet from the project sites further south along Austin Road and to 
the west along Newcastle Road. 

AMBIENT-NOISE SURVEY 

An ambient-noise survey was conducted by AECOM on July 20, 2010, to document the existing noise 
environment at various locations in the project vicinity. Noise level measurements were taken in accordance with 
American National Standards Institute (ANSI) standards at six locations using Larson Davis Laboratories (LDL) 
Model 820 precision integrating sound level meters (SLMs). The SLMs were calibrated before and after use with 
an LDL Model CAL200 acoustical calibrator to ensure the accuracy of the measurements. The equipment used 
meets all pertinent specifications of the ANSI for Type 1 SLMs (ANSI S1.4-1983 [R2006]). Ambient-noise 
survey locations are shown in Exhibit 4.9-2. The Leq, Lmax, L10, L50, and L90 values taken at each ambient noise 
measurement location are presented in Table 4.9-1. 

Average daytime hourly noise levels measured during the survey ranged from approximately 42.1 to 69.0 dBA 
Leq, with maximum noise levels that ranged from 53.3 to 89.1 dBA Lmax. The primary noise source influencing 
noise measurement locations was vehicular traffic on Arch Road and Austin Road. Noise generated from 
operational activities associated with the N.A. Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility and administration 
buildings, such as on-site generators, pumps, lift stations, mechanical noise, and loudspeakers, was not audible 
during the measurement period. Meteorological conditions during the measurement period were favorable (i.e., 
moderate temperatures, little wind) with clear skies, temperatures ranging from 70 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) to 
82°F, and a breeze from the west at 1–2 miles per hour (mph). 

EXISTING TRAFFIC NOISE 

Existing traffic noise levels were calculated for roadway segments in the project vicinity using the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) (FHWA 1978), 
and traffic data provided in the traffic impact study prepared for the projects (DKS Associates 2010). The FHWA 
model is based on the California vehicle noise (CALVENO) reference noise emission factors for automobiles, 
medium trucks, and heavy trucks, with consideration given to vehicle volume, speed, roadway configuration, 
distance to the receiver, and ground attenuation factors. Truck usage and vehicle speeds on study area roadways 
were estimated from field observations. Table 4.9-2 summarizes the modeled levels of existing traffic noise at a 
representative distance of 100 feet from the centerline of each major roadway in the project vicinity and lists 
distances from roadway centerlines to the 60-dBA, 65-dBA, and 70-dBA Ldn traffic noise contours. Traffic noise 
modeling results are based on existing average daily traffic (ADT) volumes. As shown in Table 4.9-2, the location 
of the 60-dBA Ldn traffic noise contour along the local roadway network ranges from 485 feet to 1,014 feet from 
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the centerline of the modeled roadways. The extent to which existing land uses in the project area are affected by 
existing traffic noise depends on their respective proximity to the roadways and their individual sensitivity to 
noise. Refer to Appendix D of this DEIR for complete modeling inputs and results. 

Table 4.9-1 
Summary of Short-Term Daytime Community Noise Survey July 20, 2010 

Date/Time Noise Sources 
A-Weighted Sound Level (dBA) 

Leq Lmax L10 L50 L90 

ST: 1 – Austin Road and Landfill Entrance  

7:57– 
8:12 a.m. Heavy trucks along Austin Road entering and exiting landfill  69.0 83.2 72.6 61.9 55.0 

ST: 2 – West of Austin Road and North of Landfill  

8:23– 
8:38 a.m. 

Traffic along Austin Road and activities at landfill, (constant 
humming) 55.1 68.8 58 .8 49 .8 47 .1 

ST: 3 – Newcastle Road (entrance to NCWF Training Center)  

8:56– 
9:11 a.m. 

Vehicles along Newcastle Road and entering/exiting facility 
(including one heavy truck), airplane flyover, and train horns in 
distance 

56.4 75.0 58 .4 47 .5 44 .4 

ST: 4 – Newcastle Road and Arch Road Intersection 

9:22– 
9:37 a.m. 

Vehicle traffic on Newcastle and Arch Road, train horns in 
distance, and traffic on SR 99 in distance 56.9 69.5 61 .6 48 .8 42 .8 

ST: 5 – Austin Road (east of CDCR facilities) 

9:52– 
10:07 a.m. 

Heavy trucks along Austin Road, trains in distance, activities at 
landfill, car leaving home, and airplane flyover 67.9 86.0 69 .2 50 .7 41 .5 

ST: 6 – Austin Road (south of Burham Road)  

10:15– 
10:30 a.m. 

Heavy trucks along Austin Road, roosters and chickens, and truck 
horn 67.9 89.1 67 .3 45 .4 40 .2 

ST: 7 – NCWF (center field)  

10:13– 
10:28 a.m. 

Vehicles along Austin and Arch Road, airplane flyover, train 
horns in distance, people talking, weed removing equipment, and 
truck backup alarms 

45.3 57.8 47 .4 42 .7 40 .0 

ST: 8 – DeWitt Nelson Facility (west end) 

11:04– 
11:19 a.m. 

Truck drive-by (twice), train horns in distance, van drive-by 
(speeding), and helicopter flyover 51.1 67 .0 48 .9 42.1 40.5 

ST: 9 – DeWitt Nelson Facility (south end)  

11:55 a.m.– 
12:10 p.m. 

SR 99 traffic in distance, inmates playing ball in field, and 
airplane flyover (twice) 49.5 71.3 64 .1 42 .9 42 .0 

ST: 10 – DeWitt Nelson Facility (south end)  

12:17 p.m.– 
12:32 p.m. 

Landfill activities in distance (trucks, pounding, vehicle backup 
alarms) 42.1 53.3 43 .0 41 .6 40 .5 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent noise level; Lmax = maximum noise level; Lx = noise level exceeded x% of a specific 

period of time. 
Source: AECOM 2010 
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Table 4.9-2 
Summary of Modeled Existing Traffic Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 
Ldn (dBA) 
100 feet 

Distance (feet) from Roadway Centerline to Ldn 
Contour 

70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 

Arch Road West CA-99 SB Off 66.0 54 116 250 

Arch Road CA-99 SB Off CA-99 NB Off 63.4 36 78 169 

Arch Road CA-99 NB Off Kingsley 65.2 48 103 221 

Arch Road Kingsley Newcastle 59.7 21 45 96 

Arch Road Newcastle Logistics Drive 58.1 16 35 74 

Arch Road Logistics Drive Driveway 1 57.7 15 33 70 

Arch Road Driveway 1 Driveway 2 57.7 15 33 70 

Arch Road Driveway 2 Austin Road 57.6 15 32 70 

Austin Road Arch Road Driveway 3 55.3 10 22 48 

Austin Road Driveway 3 South 55.3 10 22 48 

Austin Road Arch Road North 57.4 15 31 68 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels; Ldn = day-night average noise level; SR = State Route. 

Source: Data modeled by AECOM in 2010 

 

EXISTING RAILROAD NOISE 

The BNSF operates a rail line and Intermodal Transfer Facility approximately 5,000 feet east of the project sites. 
The project sites are not located within the BNSF’s 65 dBA CNEL noise contour according to the most recent 
noise contours in the San Joaquin County General Plan Update Noise Background Report. The 60 dBA Ldn noise 
contour of the rail line extends to within approximately 1,700 feet of the closest point to the NCRF project site 
(San Joaquin County 2009: 15-29 – 15-30). However, rail noise is audible at both the NCRF project site and 
DeWitt Nelson project site. 

EXISTING AIRCRAFT NOISE 

Stockton Metropolitan Airport is located approximately 1,700 feet west of the project sites. The project sites are 
not located within the airport’s 60 dBA CNEL noise contour according to the most recent noise contours (year 
1994) in the San Joaquin County General Plan Update Noise Background Report (San Joaquin County 2009:15-
41). However, aircraft overflights occur at the project sites and the 60 dBA CNEL noise contour is approximately 
4,000 feet from the southwestern property line of the N.A. Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility. 

It should be noted that the San Joaquin Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), prepared by the San 
Joaquin Council of Governments, does not include the current Stockton Metropolitan Airport noise contours. The 
Stockton Metropolitan Airport is in the process of updating its Airport Master Plan. After the Master Plan has 
been through the approval process, the San Joaquin ALUCP will be amended to include the new Stockton 
Metropolitan Airport noise contours (San Joaquin COG 2009: 1-9). 
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4.9.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

Various private and public agencies have established noise guidelines and standards to protect citizens from 
potential hearing damage and other adverse physiological and social effects associated with noise. Applicable 
standards and guidelines are described below. 

FEDERAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Office of Noise Abatement and Control was originally 
established to coordinate federal noise control activities. After its inception EPA’s Office of Noise Abatement and 
Control issued the Federal Noise Control Act of 1972, establishing programs and guidelines to identify and 
address the effects of noise on public health, welfare, and the environment. In 1981, EPA administrators 
determined that subjective issues such as noise would be better addressed at more local levels of government. 
Consequently, in 1982 responsibilities for regulating noise control policies were transferred to state and local 
governments. However, noise control guidelines and regulations contained in the EPA rulings in prior years are 
still adhered to by designated federal agencies where relevant. No federal noise regulations are applicable to the 
proposed projects. 

STATE PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

The State of California has adopted noise standards in areas of regulation not preempted by the federal 
government. State standards regulate noise levels of motor vehicles, sound transmission through buildings, 
occupational noise control, and noise insulation. 

Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, also known as the California Building Standards Code, establishes 
building standards applicable to all occupancies throughout the state. The code provides acoustical regulations for 
both exterior-to-interior sound insulation as well as sound and impact isolation between adjacent spaces of various 
occupied units. Title 24 regulations state that interior noise levels generated by exterior noise sources shall not 
exceed 45 dBA Ldn, with windows closed, in any habitable room for general residential uses. Section 13-102 of 
Title 24 presents minimum requirements for correctional facilities and requires that all inmate housing areas be 
constructed so that average interior noise levels not exceed 70 dBA during periods of activity and 45 dBA during 
sleeping hours. These regulations are applicable to the proposed projects. 

LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND ORDINANCES 

Because CDCR, a state agency, is the project proponent, compliance with local standards is not required. 
However, CDCR considers local noise standards as they relate to the compatibility between the proposed projects 
and various land uses adjacent to the project sites. Local noise standards are used as guidelines for what CDCR 
considers acceptable noise levels in noise-sensitive areas. 

San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 

The following objective and policies are set forth in the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 relating to noises. 
These policies are not directly applicable to the proposed projects. The lead agency is citing these policies, 
however, in order to assist with the determination of whether the projects’ impacts are significant. 

Noise Element 

► Objective 1: To ensure acceptable noise environments for each land use. 

• Policy 1: The following noise levels shall be considered acceptable: 
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(a) The maximum allowable noise exposure from transportation noise sources for outdoor activity areas 
shall be 65 dBA (Ldn) for residential development; transient lodging, hospitals, nursing homes, and 
similar health-related facilities; churches, meeting halls, and similar community assembly facilities. 

(b) The maximum allowable noise exposure from transportation noise sources for indoor spaces shall be 
45 dBA (Ldn) for residential development; transient lodging, hospitals, nursing homes, and similar 
health-related facilities; churches, meeting halls, and similar community assembly facilities; office 
buildings; schools; libraries; museums; and day-care centers. 

(c) The hourly equivalent sound level from stationary noise sources shall be 50 dBA (Leq) during the 
daytime and 45 dBA (Leq) during the nighttime for outdoor activity areas for residential development; 
transient lodging, hospitals, nursing homes, and similar health-related facilities; churches, meeting 
halls, and similar community assembly facilities; office buildings; schools; libraries; museums; and 
day-care centers. 

(d) The maximum sound level from stationary noise sources shall be 70 dBA (Lmax) during the daytime 
and 65 dBA (Lmax) during the nighttime for outdoor activity areas for residential development; 
transient lodging, hospitals, nursing homes, and similar health-related facilities; churches, meeting 
halls, and similar community assembly facilities; office buildings; schools; libraries; museums; and 
day-care centers. 

• Policy 2: The County shall not permit new areas of residential development within the 65 dBA (Ldn) 
contours around public access airports. 

• Policy 3: Development shall be planned and designed to minimize noise impacts on neighboring noise-
sensitive areas and to minimize noise interference from outside noise sources. 

• Policy 4: The County noise regulations shall be based on projections, using the noise contours in Volume 
III of the General Plan or the best available information. 

• Policy 5: The County shall seek to alleviate existing community noise problems. 

San Joaquin County Development Code 

The following objectives and policies in the San Joaquin County Development Code related to potential noise 
impacts are relevant to the proposed projects. 

Noise Ordinances 

Section 9-1022.5 Noise Attenuation Walls 

Walls, fences, berms, and/or landscaping for the purpose of noise attenuation may be required in any zone when 
adjacent to a high noise generator such as a major roadway or railroad. Noise attenuation requirements shall be 
developed in response to the noise level and source affecting a specific property. Where noise attenuation walls 
are required, height and yard restrictions for walls shall be waived by the Director as required for effective noise 
reduction. 

Section 9-1025.9 Noise 

All uses and properties shall be subject to the following provisions concerning noise levels: 

(a) Transportation Noise Sources. 
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(1) Excluding proposed noise-sensitive land uses on infill lots, proposed noise-sensitive land uses that 
will be impacted by existing or planned transportation noise sources shall be required to mitigate the 
noise levels from these transportation noise sources so that the resulting noise levels on said proposed 
noise-sensitive land uses do not exceed the standards specified in Table 4.9-3. Proposed noise-
sensitive land uses on infill lots that will be impacted by existing or planned transportation noise 
sources shall be required to mitigate the noise levels from these transportation facilities so that the 
resulting noise levels on said proposed noise-sensitive land uses on such infill lots do not exceed the 
standards specified in Table 4.9-3 for interior spaces only. 

(b) Stationary Noise Sources. 

(1) Excluding proposed noise-sensitive land uses on infill lots, proposed noise-sensitive land uses that 
will be impacted by stationary noise sources shall be required to mitigate the noise levels from these 
stationary noise sources so that the resulting noise levels on said proposed noise-sensitive land uses 
do not exceed the standards specified in Table 4.9-3. 

Table 4.9-3 
San Joaquin County Development Code  

Part I—Transportation Noise Sources 

Noise-Sensitive Land Use (use types) Outdoor Activity Areas1 (dBA Ldn) Interior Spaces (dBA Ldn) 

Residential 65  45 

Administrative Office – 45 

Child Care Services—Child Care Centers – 45 

Community Assembly 65 45 

Cultural & Library Services – 45 

Educational Services: General – 45 

Funeral & Interment Services—Undertaking 65 45 

Lodging Services 65 45 

Medical Services 65 45 

Professional Services 
(excluding Hospitals) 

– 4 5 

Public Services (hospitals only) 65 45 

Recreation—Indoor Spectator – 45 

Religious Assembly 65 45 

Part II—Stationary Noise Sources 

 Outdoor Activity Areas1—Daytime2 
(7 a.m.–10 p.m.) 

Outdoor Activity Areas1—Nighttime2 
(10 p.m.–7 a.m.) 

Hourly Equivalent Sound Level (Leq), dBA 50 45 

Maximum Sound Level (Lmax), dBA 70 65 
Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels; Ldn = day-night average noise level 
1 Where the location of outdoor activity areas is unknown or is not applicable, the noise standard shall be applied at the property line of the 

receiving land use. When determining the effectiveness of noise mitigation measures, the standards shall be applied on the receiving 
side of noise barriers or other property line noise mitigation measures. 

2 Each of the noise level standards specified shall be reduced by 5 dBA for impulsive noise, single-tone noise, or noise consisting primarily 
of speech or music. 

Source: San Joaquin County Development Code, Title 9, Table 9-1025.9 
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(2) Proposed projects that will create new stationary noise sources or expand existing stationary noise 
sources shall be required to mitigate the noise levels from these stationary noise sources so as not to 
exceed the noise level standards specified in Table 4.9-3. 

(c) Exemptions. The following shall be exempt from the provisions of this Chapter: 

(1) Activities conducted in public parks, public playgrounds, and public or private school grounds, 
including but not limited to school athletic and school entertainment events; 

(2) Any mechanical device, apparatus, or equipment used, related to, or connected with emergency 
activities or emergency work; 

(3) Noise sources associated with construction, provided such activities do not take place before 6:00 
a.m. or after 9:00 p.m. on any day; 

(4) Noise sources associated with the maintenance of residential property located in a residential zone, 
provided such activities shall take place between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. on any day; 

(5) Noise sources emanating from any agricultural operation, including activities associated with the 
processing or transportation of crops when such activities are conducted on agriculturally zoned 
lands; 

(6) Noise sources associated with residential air conditioning equipment, provided such equipment is in 
good repair; 

(7) Noise sources associated with work performed by private or public utilities in the maintenance or 
modification of its facilities; 

(8) Noise sources associated with the collection of waste or garbage; 

(9) Any activity whose regulation has been preempted by State or Federal law. 

(d) Acoustical Study. The Review Authority shall require the preparation of an acoustical study in instances 
where it has [been] determined that a project may expose existing or proposed noise-sensitive land uses to 
noise levels exceeding the noise standards specified in Table 4.9-3. 

(f) Prohibited Activities. The outdoor operation of any industrial, commercial, or residential property 
maintenance tool or equipment powered by an internal combustion engine or electric motor including, but 
not limited to, leaf blower, chainsaw, lawn mower, hedger, and vacuum cleaner is prohibited with[in] 
500 feet of a residence located in a residential zone between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. 

Vibration Regulations 

CEQA states that the potential for any excessive groundborne noise and vibration levels must be analyzed; 
however, it does not define the term “excessive” vibration. Numerous public and private organizations and 
governing bodies have provided guidelines to assist in the analysis of groundborne noise and vibration; however, 
the federal, and state have yet to establish specific groundborne noise and vibration requirements. Publications of 
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and Caltrans are two of the seminal works for the analysis of 
groundborne noise and vibration relating to transportation and construction-induced vibration. Caltrans guidelines 
recommend that a standard of 0.2 in/sec PPV not be exceeded for the protection of normal residential buildings, 
and that 0.08 in/sec PPV not be exceeded for the protection of old or historically significant structures (Caltrans 
2004: 17). With respect to human response within residential uses (i.e., annoyance), FTA recommends a 
maximum acceptable vibration standard of 80 VdB (FTA 2006: 7-5 – 7-8). 
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San Joaquin County 

The San Joaquin County Development Code further establishes the following specific vibration criteria for 
application in land uses incorporating a general industrial zone (I-G Zone): 

Section 9-1025.5. Vibration. 

(a) Perceptible Displacement. No use shall cause any perceptible displacement at any lot line abutting 
any zone except an I-G Zone. 

(b) Displacement within the General Industrial Zone. Vibration displacement along any lot line within an 
I-G Zone shall not exceed the levels set forth in Table 4.9-4. Vibration displacement shall be 
measured by a seismograph or other instrument capable of measuring and recording displacement and 
frequency, particle velocity, or acceleration. Readings shall be made at points of maximum vibration 
along any lot line within an I-G Zone. 

Table 4.9-4 
Maximum Displacement Levels at Any Lot Line (in Inches) 

Frequency (cycles per second) Steady State Impact 

10 and below 0.0010 0.0020 

10–20 0 .0008 0.0016 

20–30 0 .0007 0.0014 

30–40 0 .0003 0.0006 

40–50 0 .0002 0.0004 

50–60 0 .0001 0.0002 

60 and over 0.0001 0.0002 

Source: San Joaquin County Development Code, Title 9, Table 9-1025.5 

 

(c) Exceptions. The limits of this section shall not apply to operations involved in the construction or 
demolition of structures or infrastructure or to vibration caused by motor vehicles or trains. 

Degradation of the Ambient Community Noise Environment 

(a) In addition to the criteria described above, another consideration in defining impact criteria is based 
on the degradation of the existing ambient noise environment. In community noise assessments, it is 
“generally not significant” if no noise-sensitive sites are located within the project vicinity, or if 
increases in community noise levels associated with implementation of the project would not exceed 
+3 dBA at noise-sensitive locations in the project vicinity (Caltrans 1998: 40-43). A limitation in 
using a single value to evaluate an impact related to a noise level increase would be the failure to 
account for the preexisting ambient noise environment to which a person has become accustomed. 
Studies assessing the percentage of people highly annoyed by changes in ambient noise levels 
indicate that when ambient noise levels are low, a greater change is needed to cause a response. As 
ambient noise levels increase, a lesser change in noise levels is required to elicit significant 
annoyance. The significance criteria listed in Table 4.9-5 are considered to correlate well with human 
response to changes in ambient noise levels and are used to assess degradation of the ambient 
community noise environment. 
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Table 4.9-5 
Significant Change in Ambient Noise Levels 

Existing Ambient Noise Level, Ldn/CNEL Significant Increase 

< 60 dBA + 5 dBA or greater 

> 60 dBA + 3 dBA or greater 

Note: dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level; Ldn = day-night average noise level 

Sources: Adapted from FICON 1992: 31-32, Caltrans 1998: 40-43 

 

4.9.3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECTS 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

These thresholds are based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section XII. This section of Appendix G provides a 
checklist of criteria that may be considered in performing an analysis of noise and vibration impacts of a project. 
The projects would result in significant noise and vibration impacts if they would: 

► expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of relevant standards (e.g., exterior and interior noise 
level standards from the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 and San Joaquin County Development Code 
as presented above in Section 4.9.2, “Regulatory Background,” shown in Table 4.9-3); 

► result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project, as listed in Tables 4.9-1 and 4.9-2; 

► result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project, as listed in Tables 4.9-1 and 4.9-2; 

► expose people residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels, for a project located within an airport 
land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use 
airport; 

► expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels, for a project within the 
vicinity of a private airstrip; or 

► expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels in excess of 
applicable standards (specifically considering the San Joaquin County Development Code as presented above 
in Section 4.9.2, “Regulatory Background,” and in Table 4.9-4, and Caltrans’ recommended standard of 0.2 
in/sec PPV with respect to the prevention of structural damage for normal buildings or FTA’s maximum 
acceptable vibration standard of 80 VdB with respect to human response i.e., annoyance at nearby vibration-
sensitive land uses [i.e., residential]). 

Generally, a project may have a significant effect on the environment if it would substantially increase the 
ambient noise levels for adjoining areas or expose people to severe noise levels. In practice, more specific 
professional standards have been implemented. These standards state that a noise impact may be considered 
significant if it would generate noise that would conflict with local planning criteria or ordinances, or substantially 
increase noise levels at noise-sensitive land uses. 

For the proposed projects, the significance of anticipated noise effects is based on a comparison between 
predicted noise levels and noise criteria defined by San Joaquin County. Noise impacts are considered significant 
if existing or proposed noise-sensitive land uses would be exposed to noise levels in excess of the San Joaquin 
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County General Plan Noise Element or San Joaquin County Development Code standards as described above (see 
Section 4.9.2, “Regulatory Background”), or if implementation of the proposed projects would result in an 
increase in ambient noise levels at noise sensitive land uses in excess of those listed in Table 4.9-5. 

METHODOLOGY 

Data included in Chapter 2, “Project Description;” and obtained during on-site noise monitoring were used to 
determine potential locations of sensitive receptors and potential noise- and vibration-generating land uses on the 
project sites. Noise-sensitive land uses and major noise sources near the project sites were identified based on 
existing documentation (e.g., equipment noise levels and attenuation rates) and site reconnaissance data. 

To assess the impacts of potential short-term construction noise on sensitive receptors, the sensitive receptors and 
their relative exposure to the impacts (considering intervening building façades and distance) were identified. The 
construction noise that would be generated by the proposed projects was predicted by using the Federal Transit 
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment methodology (FTA 2006: 12-1 – 12-15). The emission noise levels 
referenced and the usage factors were based on the Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction 
Noise Model. The noise levels of the specific construction equipment that would be used and the resulting noise 
levels where sensitive receptors are located were calculated. 

Traffic noise modeling was conducted based on average daily traffic volumes obtained from the traffic analysis 
prepared by DKS Associates, Inc. for the projects, as discussed in Section 4.11, “Transportation.” The FHWA 
Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA RD 77-108) was used to calculate predicted traffic noise levels 
along affected roadways, based on the trip distribution estimates as discussed in Section 4.11, “Transportation.” 
The project’s contribution to the existing traffic noise levels along area roadways was determined by comparing 
the predicted noise levels at a reference distance of 100 feet from the roadway centerline, for the baseline and 
cumulative conditions with and without project-generated traffic. 

Potential noise impacts from long-term (operation-related) stationary sources were assessed based on existing 
documentation (e.g., equipment noise levels) and site reconnaissance data. This analysis also included an 
evaluation of the proposed noise-generating uses that could affect noise-sensitive receptors near the project sites. 

To assess the land use compatibility of the proposed projects with on-site noise levels, predicted traffic noise 
contours were used to determine if development of the proposed land uses would exceed the relevant noise 
criteria. 

Groundborne vibration impacts were qualitatively assessed based on existing documentation (e.g., vibration levels 
produced by specific construction equipment operations) and the distance of sensitive receptors from the given 
source. 

The standards of significance applied in this analysis address the exterior noise standards established by San 
Joaquin County. Unless otherwise stated, standards for interior noise levels at nearby residences and prison 
facilities would not be exceeded if exterior noise-level standards are achieved. 

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.9-1: Short-Term Construction-Generated Noise Levels Exceeding Applicable Noise Standards or Resulting 
in Substantial Temporary Increase in Ambient Noise Levels. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Construction noise levels in the project vicinity would fluctuate depending on the particular type, number, and 
duration of usage for the various pieces of equipment. The effects of construction noise depend largely on the 
types of construction activities occurring on any given day, noise levels generated by those activities, distances to 
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noise-sensitive receptors, and the existing ambient noise environment in the vicinity of the receiver. Construction 
generally occurs in several discrete stages, with each operation varying the equipment mix and the associated 
noise characteristics. These stages alter the characteristics of the noise environment generated on the project sites 
and in the surrounding community for the duration of the construction process. Construction of the DeWitt Nelson 
project is expected to begin in 2011 and would be completed in approximately 24 months. The proposed project is 
planned to be fully operational by mid to late 2013. 

The site preparation phase typically generates the most substantial noise levels because of on-site equipment 
associated with grading, compacting, and excavation. Site preparation equipment includes backhoes, bulldozers, 
and loaders; excavation equipment such as graders and scrapers; and compaction equipment. Erecting large 
structural elements and mechanical systems could require the use of a crane for placement and assembly tasks, 
which may also generate substantial noise. Although a detailed construction equipment list is not currently 
available, it is expected that the primary sources of noise would include backhoes, compressors, bulldozers, 
excavators, and other related equipment. Table 4.9-6 lists the noise levels typically generated by various types of 
construction equipment. 

Table 4.9-6 
Noise Emission Levels from Construction Equipment 

Equipment Type Typical Noise Level (dBA) at 50 feet 

Air Compressor 78 
Asphalt Paver 77 

Backhoe 78 
Compactor 83  

Concrete Pump 81 
Crane, Mobile 81 

Dozer 82  
Front-End Loader 79 

Generator 81  
Grader 85  

Pneumatic Tools 85 
Rock Drill 81 

Scraper 84  
Trucks 74 –81 

Water Pump 81 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

All equipment is fitted with a properly maintained and operational noise control device, per manufacturer specifications. Noise levels listed 

are manufacturer specified noise levels for each piece of heavy construction equipment. 

Source: Bolt Beranek and Newman Inc. 1981, FTA 2006 

 

To assess noise levels associated with the various equipment types and operations, construction equipment can be 
considered to operate in two modes, mobile and stationary. Mobile equipment sources move around a 
construction site performing tasks in a recurring manner (e.g., loaders, graders, dozers). Stationary equipment 
operates in a given location for an extended period of time to perform continuous or periodic operations. Thus, it 
is necessary to determine the location of stationary sources during specific phases, or the effective acoustical 
center of operations for mobile equipment during various phases of the construction process. Operational 
characteristics of heavy construction equipment are additionally typified by short periods of full-power operation 
followed by extended periods of operation at lower power, idling, or powered-off conditions. 
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As indicated in Table 4.9-6, operational noise levels for typical construction activities would range from 74 to 
85 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. Accounting for the usage factor of individual pieces of equipment, topographical 
shielding and absorption effects, construction activities on the project site would be expected to result in hourly 
average noise levels of 87 dBA Leq, at a distance of 50 feet. Maximum noise levels generated by construction 
activities are not predicted to exceed 85 dBA Lmax at 50 feet (FHWA 2006: 3). 

The nearest off-site noise-sensitive receptors in the project vicinity are the single-family residential land uses 
located approximately 2,600 feet east of the acoustical center (the reasonable center of active construction 
equipment) of the DeWitt Nelson site, east of Austin Road. Noise from localized point sources (such as 
construction sites) typically decreases by 6 to 7.5 dBA with each doubling of distance from source to receptor. 
Conservatively assuming an attenuation rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance, construction operations and 
related activities are predicted to generate exterior hourly noise levels of 52 dBA Leq and 50 dBA Lmax at the 
nearest off-site noise-sensitive receptor, when measured from the acoustical center of construction operations. 

On-site noise-sensitive receptors include N.A. Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility housing units located 1,000 
feet west from the acoustical center of the Dewitt Nelson facility. Common outdoor activity areas for these 
housing facilities are oriented such that the direct line of sight to construction activities would be shielded by the 
facility housing units. The acoustical shielding provided by on-site buildings would result in a 5- to 8-dBA 
reduction in noise levels at the receptor. Resultant exterior noise levels at nearby on-site receptors would be less 
than 60 dBA Leq at the housing units. 

All buildings provide some exterior-to-interior noise reduction. A building constructed with a wood frame and a 
stucco or wood sheathing exterior typically provides a minimum exterior-to-interior noise reduction of 25 dBA 
with its windows closed, whereas a building constructed of a steel or concrete frame, a curtain wall or masonry 
exterior wall, and fixed plate glass windows of one-quarter-inch thickness typically provides an exterior-to-
interior noise reduction of 30–40 dBA with its windows closed (Paul S. Veneklasen & Associates 1973, cited in 
Caltrans 2002: 7-37). Assuming an average exterior-to-interior noise reduction of 25 dBA (with windows closed; 
prison windows are not operable), interior noise levels would not exceed 45 dBA Ldn at off- and on-site noise 
sensitive receptors. Predicted interior construction noise levels would range from approximately 30 dBA Ldn to 35 
dBA Ldn at both off- and on-site noise sensitive receptors. 

In consideration of local noise control ordinances for the evaluation of potential impacts (as stated previously, 
state agencies like CDCR are not required to comply with the ordinances but may use them as an indicator of 
project significance), noise levels associated with construction activities occurring between 6:00 a.m. and 9:00 
p.m. on any day are exempt under the San Joaquin County Development Code. If construction activities occur 
during the more noise-sensitive hours (i.e., evening, nighttime, early morning) or if construction equipment is not 
properly equipped with noise control devices, project-generated noise levels from construction sources could 
exceed the applicable standards at nearby noise-sensitive receptors or result in a substantial temporary increase in 
the ambient noise environment. 

Construction activities could result in a substantial (i.e., 3- to 5-dBA or greater) temporary increase in ambient 
noise levels at nearby on-site noise-sensitive land uses only (approximately +8 dBA). Existing ambient noise 
levels along Austin Road measured 67.9 dBA Leq at 2 locations due to roadway traffic. Predicted project 
construction noise levels would be approximately 15 dBA lower than existing measured noise levels at off-site 
noise-sensitive receptors. Therefore, construction noise levels attributable to the project are not expected to 
dominate the noise environment at the nearest off-site sensitive receptor. If construction activities occur before 
6:00 a.m. or after 9:00 p.m., project-generated noise levels would exceed the San Joaquin County noise standards 
at the single-family residential land uses east of Austin Road. As a result, this impact would be potentially 
significant. 

Implementation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would result in short-term construction activities associated with 
renovation of existing structures and constructing new buildings. These construction activities could expose on-site sensitive 
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receptors to a substantial, temporary increase in noise levels that exceed the applicable noise standards and/or result in a 
noticeable increase in ambient noise levels (i.e., 3- to 5-dBA or greater). This would be a potentially significant short-term 
construction-generated noise impact. (Impact 4.9-1a) 

Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.9-1a 

CDCR will implement the following mitigation measures to reduce noise levels generated by on-site 
construction equipment: 

► Construction equipment will be properly maintained per manufacturers’ specifications and fitted with 
the reasonable noise suppression devices (e.g., mufflers, silencers, wraps). All impact tools will be 
shrouded or shielded and all intake and exhaust ports on power equipment will be muffled or 
shielded. 

► Construction equipment will not be idled for extended periods (e.g., 20 minutes or longer) of time in 
the vicinity of noise-sensitive receptors. 

► Fixed/stationary equipment (such as generators, compressors, rock crushers, and cement mixers) will 
be located as far as possible from noise-sensitive receptors. 

► CDCR’s mitigation monitor representative or other appropriate representative will appropriately 
notify nearby sensitive receptors of proposed noise-generating construction activities. The coordinator 
will manage any complaints resulting from the construction noise.  

► Project noise-generating construction and related activities will occur typically between 6 a.m. and 9 
p.m. 

► If construction operations and related activities occur during more sensitive evening and nighttime 
hours (9 p.m. to 6 a.m.), CDCR will notify the four residences along Austin Road 48 hours in 
advance of nighttime construction activities. CDCR’s mitigation monitor representative or other 
appropriate representative will offer to pay hotel accommodations for the duration of the nighttime 
construction for adjacent residents on properties within 500 feet of the NCRF project site. If residents 
choose to stay in their homes, CDCR will erect temporary noise barriers to minimize noise 
disturbances at nearby noise-sensitive land uses. Temporary barriers will be placed as close to the 
noise source or as close to the receptor as possible and break the line of sight between the source and 
receptor. Acoustical barriers will be constructed of material with a minimum surface weight of 2 
pounds per square foot or greater, and a demonstrated Sound Transmission Class (STC) rating of 25 
or greater as defined by American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Test Method E90. 
Placement, orientation, size, and density of acoustical barriers will be specified by a qualified 
acoustical consultant when specific equipment configurations, locations, and operational details 
become available. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of the above mitigation measures and attaining general consistency with the provisions of the San 
Joaquin County Development Code would reduce construction-generated noise levels by 5–10 dB at noise-
sensitive receptors in the project vicinity and would not result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. Furthermore, operation of 
construction-related equipment in accordance with the construction-hours and noise-reduction provisions of San 
Joaquin County Development Code would be exempt from the provisions of the noise ordinance. As a result, this 
impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

NCRF Only 
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Implementation of the NCRF project would include the generation of construction noise. These construction 
activities are located approximately 4,200 feet north of the DeWitt Nelson site. Construction equipment and the 
associated generated noise would be similar to that described above under the DeWitt Nelson project. 

The nearest off-site noise-sensitive receptors to the NCRF project site are the single-family residential land uses 
located approximately 1,200 feet southeast of the acoustical center (the reasonable center of active construction 
equipment) of the site, east of Austin Road. Noise from localized point sources (such as construction sites) 
typically decreases by 6 to 7.5 dBA with each doubling of distance from source to receptor. Conservatively 
assuming an attenuation rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance, construction operations and related activities are 
predicted to generate exterior hourly noise levels of 58 dBA Leq and 60 dBA Lmax at the nearest off-site noise-
sensitive receptor, when measured from the acoustical center of construction operations. 

On-site noise-sensitive receptors include the O.H. Close Youth Correctional Facility housing units located 1,300 
feet southwest from the acoustical center of the NCRF project site. Common outdoor activity areas for these 
housing facilities are oriented such that the direct line of sight to construction activities would be shielded by the 
facility housing units. The acoustical shielding provided by on-site buildings would result in a 5- to 8-dBA 
reduction in noise levels at the receptor. Resultant exterior noise levels at nearby on-site receptors would be less 
than 58 dBA Leq at the housing units. 

All buildings provide some exterior-to-interior noise reduction. A building constructed with a wood frame and a 
stucco or wood sheathing exterior typically provides a minimum exterior-to-interior noise reduction of 25 dBA 
with its windows closed, whereas a building constructed of a steel or concrete frame, a curtain wall or masonry 
exterior wall, and fixed plate glass windows of one-quarter-inch thickness typically provides an exterior-to-
interior noise reduction of 30–40 dBA with its windows closed (Paul S. Veneklasen & Associates 1973, cited in 
Caltrans 2002). Assuming an average exterior-to-interior noise reduction of 25 dBA (with windows closed; prison 
windows are not operable), interior noise levels would not exceed 45 dBA Ldn at off- and on-site noise sensitive 
receptors. Predicted interior construction noise levels would range from approximately 30 dBA Ldn to 35 dBA Ldn 
at both off- and on-site noise sensitive receptors. 

Construction activities could result in a substantial (i.e., 3- to 5-dBA or greater) temporary increase in ambient 
noise levels at nearby on-site noise-sensitive land uses only (approximately +5 dBA). Existing ambient noise 
levels along Austin Road measured 67.9 dBA Leq at 2 locations due to roadway traffic. Predicted project 
construction noise levels would be approximately 10 dBA lower than existing measured noise levels at off-site 
noise-sensitive receptors. Therefore, construction noise levels attributable to the project are not expected to 
dominate the noise environment at the nearest off-site sensitive receptor. If construction activities occur before 
6:00 a.m. or after 9:00 p.m., project-generated noise levels would exceed the San Joaquin County noise standards 
at the single-family residential land uses east of Austin Road. As a result, this impact would be potentially 
significant. 

Implementation of the proposed NCRF project would result in short-term construction activities associated with renovation of 
existing structures and constructing new buildings. These construction activities could expose sensitive on-site receptors to a 
substantial, temporary increase in noise levels that exceed the applicable noise standards and/or result in a noticeable 
increase in ambient noise levels (i.e., 3- to 5-dBA or greater). This would be a potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.9-1b)  

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.9-1b 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.9-1a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of the above mitigation measures and attaining general consistency with the provisions of the San 
Joaquin County Development Code would reduce construction-generated noise levels by 5–10 dB at noise-
sensitive receptors in the project vicinity and would not result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
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ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. Furthermore, operation of 
construction-related equipment in accordance with the construction-hours and noise-reduction provisions of San 
Joaquin County Development Code would be exempt from the provisions of the noise ordinance. As a result, this 
impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Implementation of both the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would generate construction noise levels 
simultaneously at 2 locations within the larger CDCR correctional facility footprint. However, the NCRF and 
DeWitt Nelson project sites are approximately 2,600 feet apart. Construction noise from the DeWitt Nelson site 
would be approximately 46 dBA Leq and 47 dBA Lmax at the NCRF site and similar noise levels would be 
expected from the NCRF site at the DeWitt Nelson site. At the midpoint between the 2 sites, combined noise 
levels would be approximately 55 dBA Leq and 53 dBA Lmax. Combined construction noise at the midpoint 
between the sites would not be greater than discussed above also. Therefore, the noise levels and impacts 
described above in Impacts 4.9-1a and b would be the same noise levels that would occur under the combined 
development conditions. Therefore, noise levels would be similar to the noise levels previously discussed above at 
on-site and off-site receptors. 

As stated above under Impact 4.9-1a and b, noise levels associated with construction activities occurring between 
6:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. on any day are exempt under the San Joaquin County Development Code. If construction 
activities occur during the more noise-sensitive hours (i.e., evening, nighttime, early morning) or if construction 
equipment is not properly equipped with noise control devices, project-generated noise levels from construction 
sources could exceed the relevant standards at nearby noise-sensitive receptors or result in a substantial temporary 
increase in the ambient noise environment. As a result, this impact would be potentially significant. 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in short-term construction activities associated with renovation of existing 
structures and constructing new buildings. These construction activities could expose sensitive receptors to a substantial, 
temporary increase in noise levels that exceed the applicable noise standards and/or result in a noticeable increase in ambient 
noise levels (i.e., 3- to 5-dBA or greater). This would be a potentially significant impact. (Impact 4.9-1c) 

Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.9-1c 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.9-1a 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of the above mitigation measures and attaining general consistency with the provisions of the San 
Joaquin County Development Code would reduce construction-generated noise levels by 5–10 dB at noise-
sensitive receptors in the project vicinity and would not result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. Furthermore, operation of 
construction-related equipment in accordance with the construction-hours and noise-reduction provisions of San 
Joaquin County Development Code would be exempt from the provisions of the noise ordinance. As a result, this 
impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact 4.9-2: Groundborne Noise and Vibration Levels due to Construction Activities at Sensitive Receptors. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Construction activities on the proposed project site may result in varying degrees of temporary ground vibration, 
depending on the specific construction equipment used and operations involved. Groundborne vibration levels 
caused by various types of construction equipment are summarized in Table 4.9-7. The representative vibration 
levels identified for various construction equipment types show that sensitive receptors could be exposed to 
groundborne vibration levels exceeding recommended Caltrans and FTA thresholds of significance for exposing 
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existing residential areas to peak particle velocities. County standards are not applicable to construction activities 
(see San Joaquin County Development Code Section 9-1025.5 [g]). 

Table 4.9-7 
Representative Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 

Equipment PPV at 25 feet (in/sec)1 Approximate Lv (VdB) at 25 feet2 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 87 

Trucks 0. 076 86 

Jackhammer 0. 035 79 

Small Bulldozer 0.003 58 

Notes: 
1 Where PPV is the peak particle velocity 
2  Where Lv is the RMS velocity expressed in vibration decibels (VdB), assuming a crest factor of 4. 

Source: Federal Transit Administration 2006 

 

To evaluate vibration impacts at residential receptors the construction activity generating the highest PPV (large 
bulldozer) was analyzed. The distance to the nearest on-site sensitive receptor is approximately 1,000 feet from 
grading activities. The resulting groundborne vibration levels due to construction activities is predicted to be 
0.004 in/sec PPV at the nearest on-site residential receptor. Therefore groundborne vibration levels attributable to 
construction activities would not exceed the Caltrans recommended threshold of significance of 0.2 PPV in/sec 
for exposing residential uses to vibration peak particle velocities due to construction. 

Implementation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would not expose sensitive receptors to groundborne noise and 
vibration levels that could exceed the Caltrans recommended threshold of significance. This would be a less-than-significant 
impact. (Impact 4.9-2a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

Construction activities on the proposed NCRF project site would be similar to those at the DeWitt Nelson site. 
As with the DeWitt Nelson site, the nearest sensitive receptor to the NCRF site would be 1,000 feet. Therefore, 
the same vibration analysis presented above under Impact 4.9-2a would apply to this impact. 

To evaluate vibration impacts at residential receptors the construction activity generating the highest PPV (large 
bulldozer) was analyzed. The distance to the nearest on-site sensitive receptor is 1,000 feet from grading 
activities. The resulting groundborne vibration levels due to construction activities is predicted to be 0.004 in/sec 
PPV at the nearest on-site residential receptor. Therefore groundborne vibration levels attributable to construction 
activities would not exceed the Caltrans recommended threshold of significance of 0.2 PPV in/sec for exposing 
residential uses to vibration peak particle velocities due to construction. 

Implementation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would not expose sensitive receptors to groundborne noise and 
vibration levels that could exceed the Caltrans recommended threshold of significance. This would be a less-than-significant 
impact. (Impact 4.9-2b) 
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Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Construction activities for the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would be the same as described 
above. As stated in Impact 4.9-1c, the project sites are approximately 2,600 feet apart. At this distance no 
summation of groundborne vibration would occur at either project site or at the midpoint between project sites. 
Therefore, each individual project site analysis presented above as Impact 4.9-2a and b would apply to this 
impact. 

Implementation of the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects, in combination, would not expose sensitive receptors to 
groundborne noise and vibration levels that could exceed the Caltrans recommended threshold of significance. This would be 
a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.9-2c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.9-3: Long-Term Increase in Traffic Noise Levels at Existing Noise-Sensitive Receptors. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Long-term operation of the DeWitt Nelson facility would result in an increase in ADT volumes on the local 
roadway network and, consequently, an increase in noise levels from traffic sources along affected segments. To 
examine the traffic noise impacts, traffic noise levels associated with the project were calculated for roadway 
segments in the project study area using FHWA’s Highway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) 
(FHWA 1978). Traffic noise levels were modeled under existing (see Table 4.9-2), background, and background 
plus DeWitt Nelson conditions. ADT volumes and distributions of those volumes were obtained from the 
transportation impact analysis prepared for this project (DKS Associates 2010). Vehicle speeds and truck volumes 
on local area roadways were determined from field observations conducted on July 20th, 2010. Table 4.9-8 
summarizes modeled Ldn noise levels at 100 feet from the roadway centerline for affected roadway segments in 
the project vicinity under modeled conditions, with and without DeWitt Nelson project implementation. The 
traffic noise levels presented in Table 4.9-8 represent an application of conservative traffic noise modeling 
methodologies, which assume no natural or artificial shielding from existing or proposed structures or 
topography. Actual traffic noise exposure levels at noise-sensitive receptors in the project vicinity would vary 
depending on a combination of factors such as variations in daily traffic volumes, shielding provided by existing 
and proposed structures, and meteorological conditions. Refer to Appendix D for complete modeling inputs and 
results. 

Based on the modeling conducted, implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in changes in traffic 
noise levels ranging from 0 dB to 2 dB Ldn, relative to noise levels without the project. Changes in noise levels 
less than 3–5 dB Ldn are not typically perceived as a substantial change in noise levels by humans; furthermore, a 
noise level change of 1 dB is considered the smallest change perceivable by the human ear. As such, changes in 
traffic noise levels related to the implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project are not anticipated to be perceived 
by noise-sensitive uses in the project vicinity. 

It should be noted that existing modeled noise levels for all roadway segments (except Austin Road south of Arch 
Road) exceed the transportation noise level limits established by the San Joaquin County General Plan; however, 
traffic noise levels remained essentially consistent under existing conditions and existing plus-project conditions, 
which shows that implementation of the proposed project would not be the cause of traffic noise levels exceeding 
the 65 dB General Plan Noise Element criteria. 
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Table 4.9-8 
Predicted Traffic Noise Levels Background Conditions and Background Plus DeWitt 

Roadway Segment Location 
Ldn at 100 Feet, dBA 

Background 
Conditions* 

Background Plus 
DeWitt Nelson 

Net 
Change 

Significant 
Impact? 

Arch Road West CA-99 SB Off Ramp 72.0 72.1 +0.1 No 

Arch Road CA-99 SB Off Ramp CA-99 NB Off Ramp 70.6 70.8 +0.2 No 

Arch Road CA-99 NB Off Kingsley 72.2 72.4 +0.2 No 

Arch Road Kingsley Newcastle 71.1 71.3 +0.2 No 

Arch Road Newcastle Logistics Drive 71.0 71.2 +0.2 No 

Arch Road Logistics Drive Driveway 1 70.8 71.0 +0.2 No 

Arch Road Driveway 1 Driveway 2 70.8 71.0 +0.2 No 

Arch Road Driveway 2 Austin Road 69.7 70.0 +0.3 No 

Austin Road Arch Road Driveway 3 61.6 61.7 +0.1 No 

Austin Road Driveway 3 South 61.6 63.6 +2.0 No 

Austin Road Arch Road North 70.7 70.7 +0.1 No 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels Ldn = day-night average noise level 

*  Traffic noise levels are predicted at a standard distance of 100 feet from the roadway centerline and do not account for shielding from 

existing noise barriers or intervening structures. Traffic noise levels may vary depending on actual setback distances and localized 

shielding. 

Source: Data modeled by AECOM in 2010 

 

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in a significant increase in traffic noise levels exceeding 
3-5 dB, as shown in Table 4.9-8 of this section. The largest increase in roadway noise would be 2 dB on Austin 
Road south of Arch Road, which would barely be perceptible. Furthermore, the proposed project would not cause 
traffic noise levels to exceed the San Joaquin County transportation noise level criteria of 65 dB for that segment 
as shown in Table 4.9-8. As a result, this impact would be less-than-significant. 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson facility could result in an increase of average daily vehicle trips in the project vicinity. The 
increased traffic volumes would not result in a noticeable (3–5 dBA or greater) increase in traffic noise along roadways in the 
vicinity of the DeWitt Nelson project site, and would not cause of an exceedance of the San Joaquin County Transportation 
noise level criteria. This would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.9-3a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

Traffic modeling was conducted with the same methodology and background information for the NCRF facility 
as described above for the DeWitt Nelson facility. Table 4.9-9 summarizes modeled Ldn noise levels at 100 feet 
from the roadway centerline for affected roadway segments in the project vicinity under modeled conditions, with 
and without NCRF facility implementation. 
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Table 4.9-9 
Predicted Traffic Noise Levels Background Conditions and Background Plus NCRF Nelson 

Roadway Segment Location 

Ldn at 100 Feet, dBA 

Background 
Conditions* 

Background 
Plus NCRF 

Net 
Change 

Significant 
Impact? 

Arch Road West CA-99 SB Off Ramp 72.0 72.1 +0.1 No 

Arch Road CA-99 SB Off Ramp CA-99 NB Off Ramp 70.6 70.8 +0.2 No 

Arch Road CA-99 NB Off Kingsley 72.2 72.4 +0.2 No 

Arch Road Kingsley Newcastle 71.1 71.2 +0.1 No 

Arch Road Newcastle Logistics Drive 71.0 71.2 +0.2 No 

Arch Road Logistics Drive Driveway 1 70.8 71.0 +0.2 No 

Arch Road Driveway 1 Driveway 2 70.8 70.9 +0.1 No 

Arch Road Driveway 2 Austin Road 69.7 69.8 +0.1 No 

Austin Road Arch Road Driveway 3 61.6 61.7 +0.1 No 

Austin Road Driveway 3 South 61.6 61.7 +0.1 No 

Austin Road Arch Road North 70.7 70.7 +0 No 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels Ldn = day-night average noise level 

*  Traffic noise levels are predicted at a standard distance of 100 feet from the roadway centerline and do not account for shielding from 

existing noise barriers or intervening structures. Traffic noise levels may vary depending on actual setback distances and localized 

shielding. 

Source: Data modeled by AECOM in 2010 

 

Based on the modeling conducted, implementation of the NCRF project would result in changes in traffic noise 
levels ranging from 0 dB to +0.2 dB Ldn, relative to noise levels without the project. Changes in noise levels less 
than 3–5 dB are not typically perceived as a substantial change in noise levels by humans; furthermore, a noise 
level change of 1 dB is considered the smallest change perceivable by the human ear. As such, changes in traffic 
noise levels related to the implementation of the NCRF project are not anticipated to be perceived by noise-
sensitive uses in the project vicinity. 

It should be noted that modeled noise levels for all roadway segments (except Austin Road south of Arch Road) 
exceed the transportation noise level limits established by the San Joaquin County General Plan; however, traffic 
noise levels remained essentially consistent under existing conditions and existing plus-project conditions, which 
shows that implementation of the proposed project would not be the cause of traffic noise levels exceeding the 65 
dB General Plan criteria. 

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in a significant increase in traffic noise levels exceeding 
3-5 dB, as shown in Table 4.9-9 of this section. The largest increase in roadway noise would be 0.2 dB, which 
would not be perceptible. As a result, this impact would be less than significant. 

Implementation of the NCRF project could result in an increase of average daily vehicle trips in the project vicinity. The 
increased traffic volumes would not result in a noticeable (3–5 dBA or greater) increase in traffic noise along roadways in the 
vicinity of the NCRF project site, and would not cause of an exceedance of the San Joaquin County Transportation noise level 
criteria. This would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.9-3b) 
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Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Traffic modeling was conducted with the same methodology and background information for the combined 
NCRF and DeWitt Nelson project as described above for the DeWitt Nelson project. Table 4.9-10 summarizes 
modeled Ldn noise levels at 100 feet from the roadway centerline for affected roadway segments in the project 
vicinity under modeled conditions, with and without implementation of both the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 
projects.  

Table 4.9-10 
Predicted Traffic Noise Levels Background Conditions and Background Plus NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 

Roadway Segment Location 

Ldn at 100 Feet, dBA 

Background 
Conditions* 

Background Plus 
NCRF and DeWitt 

Nelson 

Net 
Change 

Significant 
Impact? 

Arch Road West CA-99 SB Off Ramp 72.0 72.1 +0.1 No 

Arch Road CA-99 SB Off Ramp CA-99 NB Off Ramp 70.6 71.0 +0.4 No 

Arch Road CA-99 NB Off Kingsley 72.2 72.5 +0.3 No 

Arch Road Kingsley Newcastle 71.1 71.4 +0.3 No 

Arch Road Newcastle Logistics Drive 71.0 71.4 +0.4 No 

Arch Road Logistics Drive Driveway 1 70.8 71.2 +0.4 No 

Arch Road Driveway 1 Driveway 2 70.8 71.1 +0.3 No 

Arch Road Driveway 2 Austin Road 69.7 70.0 +0.3 No 

Austin Road Arch Road Driveway 3 61.6 61.8 +0.2 No 

Austin Road Driveway 3 South 61.6 63.7 +2.1 No 

Austin Road Arch Road North 70.7 70.8 +0.1 No 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels Ldn = day-night average noise level 

* Traffic noise levels are predicted at a standard distance of 100 feet from the roadway centerline and do not account for shielding from 

existing noise barriers or intervening structures. Traffic noise levels may vary depending on actual setback distances and localized shielding. 

Source: Data modeled by AECOM in 2010 

 

Based on the modeling conducted, implementation of the combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would 
result in changes in traffic noise levels ranging from 0.1 dB to 2.1 dB Ldn, relative to noise levels without the 
project. Changes in noise levels less than 3–5 dB are not typically perceived as a substantial change in noise 
levels by humans; furthermore, a noise level change of 1 dB is considered the smallest change perceivable by the 
human ear. As such, changes in traffic noise levels related to the implementation of the NCRF project are not 
anticipated to be perceived by noise-sensitive uses in the project vicinity. 

It should be noted that existing modeled noise levels for all roadway segments (except Austin Road south of Arch 
Road) exceed the transportation noise level limits established by the San Joaquin County General Plan; however, 
traffic noise levels remained essentially consistent under existing conditions and existing plus-project conditions, 
which shows that implementation of the proposed project would not be the cause of traffic noise levels exceeding 
the 65 dB General Plan criteria. 
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Implementation of the combined projects would not result in a significant increase in traffic noise levels 
exceeding 3-5 dB, as shown in Table 4.9-10 of this section. The largest increase in roadway noise would be 
2.1 dB, which would be barely perceptible. Furthermore, the combined projects would not cause traffic noise 
levels to exceed the San Joaquin County transportation noise level criteria of 65 dB for that segment. As a result, 
this impact would be less than significant. 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects could result in an increase of average daily vehicle trips in the project 
vicinity. The increased traffic volumes would not result in a noticeable (3–5 dBA or greater) increase in traffic noise along 
roadways in the vicinity of the project site, and would not cause of an exceedance of the San Joaquin County Transportation 
noise level criteria. This would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.9-3c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.9-4: Long-Term Increase in On-Site Noise Levels from Operation of Stationary Noise Sources. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson project could introduce several on-site stationary noise sources associated with the 
support and operation of the facility. Stationary noise sources associated with facility operations could include 
rooftop heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment; mechanical equipment; emergency 
electrical generators; and loading dock operations. Correctional facilities generally incorporate outdoor public 
address systems, multiple alarms, and outdoor recreation facilities for inmates. The noise levels associated with 
the operation of these sources are described separately below. 

Public Address System 

The project could include the installation of a new or enhancements/expansion to the existing public address (PA) 
system throughout the proposed facilities. The exact number and orientation of PA system components have not 
yet been determined. Based on noise measurements conducted at similar correctional facilities, noise levels for 
prison outdoor PA systems can reach intermittent levels of approximately 70–90 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. The 
operation of PA systems is generally intermittent by nature (i.e., less than approximately 1 minute in duration). 
Although PA announcements may be audible for brief periods of time at nearby noise-sensitive receptors, 
particularly during the quieter evening and nighttime hours, predicted intermittent noise levels would not be 
anticipated to exceed noise standards typically recommended to avoid human annoyance and sleep disruption. 
Furthermore, it was assumed that on-site receptors would receive daily instructions through the PA system, 
effectively making them PA users. Therefore on-site receptors are not considered sensitive receptors, as on-site 
receptors are considered users of PA system operations. 

The nearest off-site noise-sensitive land use is a single-family residence located approximately 1,800 feet east of 
the acoustical center of the DeWitt Nelson site, east of Austin Road. Accounting for typical attenuation rates of 6 
dBA per doubling of distance and shielding provided by on-site structures, noise levels attributed to the PA 
system would range from 35 dBA to 55 dBA Lmax at the nearest off-site residential receptors. This would be less 
than the maximum noise-level standards set in the San Joaquin County General Plan Noise Element and San 
Joaquin County Development Code Noise Ordinance of 70 dBA Lmax and 65 dBA Lmax, for daytime and nighttime 
periods, respectively (refer to Table 4.9-3). As a result, the noise impacts from PA system operation would be less 
than significant. 

Mechanical HVAC Equipment 

HVAC equipment could be a primary noise source associated with commercial or industrial uses. HVAC 
equipment is often mounted on rooftops, located on the ground, or located within mechanical rooms. The noise 
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sources could take the form of fans, pumps, air compressors, chillers, or cooling towers. Noise levels from HVAC 
equipment vary significantly depending on unit efficiency, size, and location, but generally range from 45 to 70 
dBA Leq at a distance of 50 feet (EPA 1971). Accounting for typical attenuation rates of 6 dBA per doubling of 
distance and shielding provided by on-site structures, noise levels attributed to HVAC mechanical systems would 
range from 10 to 45 dBA Leq at the nearest on-site and off-site sensitive receptors and thus, would not be 
anticipated to exceed stationary-source noise level criteria in the San Joaquin County General Plan and San 
Joaquin County Development Code. As a result, the noise impacts from HVAC equipment would be less than 
significant. 

Emergency Electrical Generators 

Correctional facilities such as those proposed with the DeWitt Nelson project generally include emergency 
backup electrical generators. Emergency generators supply necessary power requirements to vital systems within 
the facilities to ensure public safety and the health and safety of inmates, patients, caregivers, and correctional 
personnel. Correctional facilities typically include two main electrical generators that provide redundant power 
backup for core operational systems; auxiliary generators for smaller, more vital systems; and additional 
generators to maintain power for access control systems and electrical fencing. Emergency generators are 
typically operated under two conditions: loss of main electrical supply or preventive maintenance/testing. The 
operation of mechanical equipment associated with emergency operations is exempt from the noise standards 
outlined in the San Joaquin County Development Code; thus, this analysis focuses on routine preventive 
maintenance and testing operations, which are conducted on a periodic basis. Detailed plans for the locations and 
types of emergency electrical generators for these facilities were not available. Reference noise-level 
measurements conducted for emergency generators with rated power outputs from 25 kilowatts (kW) to 220 kW 
resulted in noise levels ranging from 61 to 73 dBA Leq and 63 dBA to 84 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. Based on these 
reference noise levels, emergency electrical generators located within 700 feet of noise-sensitive land uses could 
potentially exceed the level specified in the San Joaquin County Development Code for daytime stationary-source 
noise (50 dBA Leq). In addition, generators located within 1,200 feet of noise-sensitive land uses could potentially 
exceed the level specified in the San Joaquin County Development Code for nighttime stationary-source noise (45 
dBA Leq). No sensitive receptors are located within 700 feet or 1,200 feet of the proposed DeWitt Nelson facility. 
Therefore, the impact of noise levels from preventive maintenance/testing operations of emergency electrical 
generators would be less than significant. 

Firing Range 

CDCR has proposed a correctional officer training firing range at the southeast corner of the project site directly 
south of the DeWitt Nelson facility. Small arms fire is an impulsive noise that causes a higher level of annoyance 
as compared to more continuous noise sources (e.g., traffic noise, mechanical noise). Impulsive sound is defined 
as a large peak or blast of sound that lasts usually less than one second and has a high peak noise level (U.S. Navy 
2010). Impulsive noise has an abrupt onset, rapid decay, and often a rapidly changing spectral composition. Other 
example sources of impulse sound include explosions, impacts, and the passage of supersonic aircraft (sonic 
booms), though none of these sources are proposed for the projects (U.S. Navy 2010). 

There are two major noise sources generated from small arms munitions firing. The first is the muzzle blast from 
the firing of a bullet. The second is the noise from the bow shock wave (also known as ballistic wave) generated 
by the bullet (U.S. Navy 2010). The bow shock wave propagates out from the path of the bullet. Firing noise from 
single shots merged in bursts and concurrent firing of multiple weapons, as would occur at the proposed firing 
range, would result in short periods of intense firing followed by longer periods of silence. There may be an 
increased annoyance associated with this type of noise exposure pattern. Under these conditions, the number of 
shots becomes less important than the decibel level of the typical (average) shot because as a fire range becomes 
active, the first few shots are perceived as individual events. As the firing range stalls are occupied by multiple 
users, the individual shots become blended as several shots are being fired simultaneously (U.S. Navy 2010).  
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The proposed firing range would be used for practice and training of small and long arms by correctional officers 
from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. periodically throughout the quarter. Officers would most frequently use .38 and 9mm 
pistols, shotguns, Mini-14 rifles, .40mm launchers (used for riot control rounds and chemical dispersion arms). 
The proposed pistol/shotgun firing range would include 15 ground level stalls and firing positions at distances of 
7, 15, and 25 yards. Two upper levels without stalls at 10 feet and 20 feet above ground level and firing position 
distances of 25, 50, and 100 yards would also be constructed at the firing range. Bullet traps would be installed at 
appropriate distances and heights to prevent range bullets from leaving the designated firing area (see Section 4.6, 
“Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” for a description of the bullet traps). In addition, 18-foot tall earthen berms 
surrounding the downfield range would also be constructed. The nearest noise sensitive receptors to the proposed 
firing range would be residents of the DeWitt Nelson facility approximately 600 feet north and the single family 
residence located approximately 2,500 feet northeast on Austin Road.  

Firing range operations would vary from day-to-day but are assumed to be similar to other CDCR firing ranges 
currently in operation. The firing range would be most heavily utilized during quarterly and annual officer 
qualification courses. During qualifications a maximum day would include 5 courses of fire by 30 officers per 
course (150 officer’s total). Each course would contain 36 rounds of .38 revolver and 25 rounds of 0.223 Mini-
14’s fired per officer (61 total rounds). A maximum total of 9,150 rounds per day could be fired (61 
rounds/officer x 5 courses x 30 officers/courses) (Jones 2010). While other firing and training would occur at the 
proposed firing range, it is assumed for this analysis that the loudest noise levels would be generated during 
qualification days because the intensity of use during these days is higher than any other day. 

Noise levels from the proposed firing range were modeled using the Small Arms Range Noise Assessment Model 
v2.6 (SARNAM2). SARNAM2 was developed by the United States Army Corp of Engineers for assessment of 
noise impacts created by firing ranges (USACE 2003). Preliminary firing range design and firearms (as described 
above) were input into the model and resulting noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors were calculated. 
Noise standards relevant to the firing range would be the stationary noise standards established by the San Joaquin 
County Noise Ordinance of 45 dBA Leq and 65 dBA Lmax for daytime hours (because the discharge of firearms is 
considered impulsive, Note 2 reducing noise standards by 5 dB from Table 4.9-3 would be applicable). The firing 
range would not operate during nighttime hours. 

SARNAM2 does not generate Lmax noise levels. To assess Lmax noise levels generated by the firing range, noise 
measurements conducted by AECOM at a similar firing range were used and noise levels were attenuated at 600 
feet and 2,500 feet for assessment of noise exposure to the nearest sensitive receptors. Lmax noise levels at 35 feet 
from the firing position were 93 dBA Lmax for a 12-gauge shotgun, 105 dBA Lmax for a .223 caliber rifle, 96 dBA 
Lmax for a 0.38 caliber revolver, and 98 dBA Lmax for a 9mm pistol (EDAW/AECOM 2002). 

As calculated by SARNAM2, noise levels at 100 feet, 600 feet, and 2,500 feet from the firing range would be 64 
dBA Leq, 49 dBA Leq, and 29 dBA Leq, respectively. See Exhibit 4.9-3 for a visual representation of the Leq noise 
contours from the firing range under the project condition. Lmax noise levels at 100 feet, 600 feet, and 2,500 feet, 
assuming an attenuation rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance, would be 96 dBA Lmax, 80 dBA Lmax, and 67 dBA 
Lmax, respectively. These noise levels would exceed the noise standards established by San Joaquin County for 
impulsive noise sources at nearby sensitive receptors. As a result, the noise impact from the proposed firing range 
would be significant. 

Other Stationary Noise Sources 

Additional intermittent noise sources attributable to operation of the proposed project include the opening and 
closing of entries, adult voices, various mechanical equipment, and the use of maintenance equipment. Such 
noise-generating activities occur infrequently and are generally intermittent. Because of the infrequent and 
intermittent nature of these noise sources, it is not feasible to address the individual noise impacts. Such noise 
events occur infrequently and would be similar to noise events and noise levels already occurring in the project 
vicinity; therefore, significant noise level increases (3–5 dBA or greater) at nearby noise-sensitive receptors  
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Source: Prepared by AECOM in 2010 
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would not be anticipated. As a result, the impact of noise generated from other on-site intermittent noise sources 
would be less than significant. 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in increases in on-site stationary-source noise associated with 
operation of the facility, particularly the proposed firing range. Firing range stationary noise sources would exceed the 
County’s noise standards (hourly and maximum) and cause a substantial increase in ambient noise levels. This would be a 
significant impact. (Impact 4.9-4a) 

Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.9-4a 

CDCR will implement the following mitigation measures to reduce stationary noise levels generated by 
the proposed firing range. See Exhibit 4.9-4 for a visual representation of the Leq noise contours from the 
firing range with mitigation in place. Measures that reduce Leq noise levels would also reduce Lmax noise 
levels. 

► All structures including the guard tower and 100-yard firing position will be enclosed on the north 
wall and rooftop to ensure that no direct line of site or reflection from within the firing structure 
occurs between the muzzle (i.e., the firing end of the firearm) and any receptors located at the DeWitt 
Nelson facility or other on- or off-site receptors. The roof and north walls will extend a minimum of 6 
vertical feet above the topmost firing position and a minimum of 10 feet horizontally (east-west) from 
the outermost firing positions. 

The walls that enclose the structures will be made of material that are solid and are of standard 
wood/plaster or concrete construction design with a minimum absorption coefficient of 0.50 and a 
demonstrated STC rating of 20 or greater as defined by ASTM Test Method E90 to ensure a 
minimum noise reduction of 20 dB.  

► Berms surrounding the firing range will extend from as near to the firing range structures as feasible 
and will be a minimum of 18-feet in height. A combination of berm and wall may also be used. 

► The 100-yard firing range position will be located at the furthest feasible distance from the DeWitt 
Nelson facility and will not be less than 350 feet from the nearest noise sensitive areas of the DeWitt 
Nelson facility. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of the above mitigation measures and attaining general consistency with the provisions of the San 
Joaquin County Development Code would reduce firing range-generated noise levels by 20 dB at noise-sensitive 
receptors in the project vicinity. Modeled noise contours attributable to the firing range would no longer overlap 
the southeast portion of the DeWitt Nelson site to the northwest or the landfill property to the south. Further, on-
site ambient noise levels would be below applicable standards. As a result, this impact would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level. 

NCRF Only 

The NCRF project would have similar noise sources to those discussed above under Impact 4.9-4a. However, the 
nearest sensitive receptor to the NCRF site would be 1,300 feet east on Austin Road. As a result, noise levels from 
stationary sources would be higher at the nearest sensitive receptor (because of their closer distance) than from the 
DeWitt Nelson project. Maximum noise levels from PA systems, emergency generators, HVAC units, parking 
lots, and other stationary noise sources would be approximately 44 dBA Leq and 61 dBA Lmax. These noise levels 
would not exceed applicable San Joaquin County standards. Further, construction of only the NCRF facility 
would not result in the construction of a firing range. Therefore, noise impacts associated with the firing range  
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would not occur under this scenario. As a result, the impact of noise generated from other on-site stationary noise 
sources would be less than significant. 

Implementation of the NCRF project would result in increases in on-site stationary-source noise associated with operation of 
the facility. However, these stationary noise sources would not exceed the County’s noise standards (hourly and maximum) 
nor result in a noticeable increase in ambient noise levels. This would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.9-4b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Implementation of both the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would generate stationary source noise levels 
simultaneously at two locations within the greater CDCR site. However, the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson project 
sites are approximately 2,600 feet apart. Non-firing range noise from the DeWitt Nelson site would be 
approximately 32 dBA Leq and 49 dBA Lmax at the NCRF site and similar noise levels would be expected from the 
NCRF site at the DeWitt Nelson site. As calculated by SARNAM2, noise levels at 100 feet, 600 feet, and 2,500 
feet from the firing range would be 64 dBA Leq, 49 dBA Leq, and 29 dBA Leq, respectively. At 100 feet, 600 feet, 
and 2,500 feet, assuming an attenuation rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance, noise levels from the firing range 
would be 96 dBA Lmax, 80 dBA Lmax, and 67 dBA Lmax, respectively. Using these attenuation rates, noise levels 
from the firing range at the NCRF facility would be 27 dBA Leq and 60 dBA Lmax. At the midpoint between the 
two sites, combined noise levels would be approximately 41 dBA Leq and 60 dBA Lmax. Stationary noise at the 
midpoint between the sites would not be greater than discussed above under Impacts 4.9-4a and b. Therefore, each 
individual analysis presented above as Impacts 4.9-4a and b would be the same as under this impact, 4.9-4c. 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would result in increases in on-site stationary-source noise 
associated with operation of the facility, particularly the proposed firing range. Firing range stationary noise sources would 
exceed the County’s noise standards (hourly and maximum) and/or result in a noticeable increase in ambient noise levels (i.e., 
3- to 5-dBA or greater) at nearby on-site noise sensitive receptors. This would be a significant impact. (Impact 4.9-4c) 

Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.9-4c 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.9-4a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure for 4.9-4a and attaining general consistency with the provisions of the San 
Joaquin County Development Code would reduce firing range-generated noise levels by 20 dB at noise-sensitive 
receptors in the project vicinity. Modeled noise contours attributable to the firing range would no longer overlap 
the southeast portion of the DeWitt Nelson site to the northwest or the landfill property to the south. Further, on-
site ambient noise levels would be below applicable standards. As a result, this impact would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level. 

Impact 4.9-5: Potential for Incompatibility of Proposed On-Site Land Uses with the Ambient Noise Environment.  

DeWitt Nelson Only 

The state has established noise compatibility standards for prisons within Title 24 of the California Code of 
Regulations. The section states: “Housing areas (for inmates) shall be designed and constructed so that the 
average noise level does not exceed 70 decibels during periods of activity and 45 decibels during sleeping hours.” 
(Part 1, Title 24, C.C.R 2001:_143) 
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Based on the noise monitoring conducted at the project site, average daytime noise levels currently range from 
approximately 42.1 to 51.1 dBA Leq (refer to Table 4.9-1). There would not be a perceptible increase in traffic 
noise levels from Austin Road and Arch Road adjacent to the project site. Intermittent noise events associated 
with the proposed project’s use of a PA system would be audible and have an effect on the noise environment, 
however, on-site receptors are considered users of the PA system. The proposed project is also located 
approximately 7,900 feet from the Stockton Municipal Airport and is more than 5,500 feet from the 60 dBA 
CNEL noise contour, when measuring from the southwestern property line of to the DeWitt Nelson Youth 
Correctional Facility. As a result, aircraft noise may be audible depending on varying environmental effects, but it 
is not anticipated to substantially contribute to the ambient noise environment on the project site. Based on the 
measurements of existing ambient noise levels obtained at the project site and assuming an average exterior-to-
interior noise reduction of 25 dBA, predicted ambient interior noise levels would not exceed the state’s 
recommended daytime or nighttime noise compatibility standards for prisons of 70 dBA Leq and 45 dBA Leq, 
respectively.  

As calculated by SARNAM2, noise levels at 100 feet, 600 feet, and 2,500 feet from the firing range would be 64 
dBA Leq, 49 dBA Leq, and 29 dBA Leq, respectively. See Exhibit 4.9-3 for a visual representation of the Leq noise 
contours from the firing range under the project condition. Lmax noise levels at 100 feet, 600 feet, and 2,500 feet, 
assuming an attenuation rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance, would be 96 dBA Lmax, 80 dBA Lmax, and 67 dBA 
Lmax, respectively. These noise levels would exceed the noise standards established by San Joaquin County for 
impulsive noise sources at nearby sensitive receptors. As a result, the noise impact from the proposed firing range 
would be significant. 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in increases in on-site stationary-source noise associated with 
operation of the facility, particularly the proposed firing range. Firing range stationary noise sources would exceed the 
County’s noise compatibility standards (hourly and maximum). On-site noise-sensitive land uses associated with the DeWitt 
Nelson project would be exposed to noise levels exceeding applicable criteria. This would be a significant impact. 
(Impact 4.9-5a)  

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.9-5a 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.9-4a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure for 4.9-4a and attaining general consistency with the provisions of the San 
Joaquin County Development Code would reduce firing range-generated noise levels by 20 dB at noise-sensitive 
receptors in the project vicinity. Modeled noise contours attributable to the firing range would no longer overlap 
the southeast portion of the DeWitt Nelson site to the northwest or the landfill property to the south. As a result, 
this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

NCRF Only 

The location of the NCRF project site is approximately 3,000 feet north of the DeWitt Nelson site. Noise from 
traffic, aircraft, and other sources would be similar to the DeWitt Nelson site at the NCRF site. The same analysis 
presented above under Impact 4.9-5a would apply to this impact, Impact 4.9-5b. 

On-site noise-sensitive land uses associated with the NCRF project would not be exposed to noise levels exceeding 
applicable criteria. This would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.9-5b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 



NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects  CDCR 
DEIR 4.9-35 Noise 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

As stated above, both the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson project sites would be exposed to noise in excess of 
applicable standards. Operation of both project sites simultaneously would not generate noise that would affect 
the other. However, land use compatibility issues would arise as a result of both facilities being developed due to 
firing range noise. The individual noise impacts discussed above under Impact 4.9-5a and b would be applicable 
to this scenario. 

Implementation of both the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would result in increases in on-site stationary-source noise 
associated with operation of the facilities, particularly the proposed firing range. Firing range stationary noise sources would 
exceed the County’s noise compatibility standards (hourly and maximum). On-site noise-sensitive land uses associated with 
the DeWitt Nelson project would be exposed to noise levels exceeding applicable criteria. This would be a significant impact. 
(Impact 4.9-5a)  

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.9-5b 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.9-4a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure for 4.9-4a and attaining general consistency with the provisions of the San 
Joaquin County Development Code would reduce firing range-generated noise levels by 20 dB at noise-sensitive 
receptors in the project vicinity. Modeled noise contours attributable to the firing range would no longer overlap 
the southeast portion of the DeWitt Nelson site to the northwest or the landfill property to the south. As a result, 
this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
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4.10 PUBLIC SERVICES 

4.10.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section evaluates the potential impacts of the projects on public services. Impacts are evaluated in relation to 
increased demand for public services associated with the proposed projects and actions needed to provide 
increased services that could lead to physical environmental effects. This section covers the following public 
services: 

► Police services 
► Fire protection and emergency services 
► Schools 

4.10.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

POLICE SERVICES 

CDCR staffs its correctional facilities with fully armed correctional officers who are equipped to manage security. 
The Northern California Youth Correctional Center (NCYCC) complex currently employs approximately 400 
peace officers on a rotating schedule so that officers are on duty (1st watch: 35 officers; 2nd watch: 155 officers; 
3rd watch: 50–75 officers), 7 days a week, 24 hours per day, 365 days per year (Garcia pers. comm., 2010). 
Currently, the NCYCC handles its own law enforcement needs and provides mutual aid as requested. NCYCC 
rarely (i.e., twice a year at most) requires assistance from the County Sheriff’s Department (Garcia pers. comm., 
2010). The County Sheriff’s Department responds to emergency calls from CDCR within San Joaquin County as 
needed in accordance with the County Mutual Aid Agreement (Lewis, pers. comm., 2010), under which CDCR 
also provides correctional officers to the County during emergencies, if requested. The County Sheriff’s 
Department is located at 7000 Michael Candless Boulevard in French Camp, more than 6 miles west of the 
project sites. The County Sheriff’s Department currently employs 126 sworn officers (Garcia, pers. comm., 2010).  

The site may possibly be annexed by the City of Stockton (City), as described in Section 2. The City employs 
approximately 343 sworn police officers (City of Stockton 2010). 

FIRE PROTECTION AND EMERGENCY SERVICES 

Two San Joaquin County fire protection districts currently provide service to the NCYCC facilities. Montezuma 
Fire Protection District responds to emergencies at the NCYCC, and the Collegeville Fire Protection District 
responds to emergencies at the former Northern California Women’s Facility (NCWF), which is on the NCRF 
project site. The boundary between the two districts currently bisects, from north to south, the former Karl Holton 
and DeWitt Nelson youth correctional facilities (on the NCYCC property); however, because the NCYCC access 
is off of Newcastle Road, the Montezuma Fire Protection District covers the entire NCYCC. Note that the future 
access road to the approved CHCF Stockton facility (and the proposed DeWitt Nelson facility) is on Austin Road, 
which is within the jurisdiction of the Collegeville Fire Protection District. According to the CHCF settlement 
agreement, either or both Montezuma and/or Collegeville Fire Districts may serve the proposed project sites 
(CDCR 2010:10). Both fire protection districts participate in the County Mutual Aid Agreement with every fire 
district in San Joaquin County (Faist, pers. comm., 2010; CDCR 2010:9, 18). 

Current information about the San Joaquin County Montezuma Fire District’s equipment, staffing, and levels of 
service was obtained from District Chief Ed Martel on September 28, 2010. Two fire stations are located within 
the Montezuma Fire District. Station 18-1 is located at 2405 S. “B” Street, approximately 3.75 miles from the 
project sites, and Station 18-2 is located at the Stockton Metropolitan Airport. Station 18-2, located approximately 
five miles from the sites, would generally be the first to respond to project calls within its District. The 
Montezuma Fire District serves approximately 9.6 square miles of the unincorporated areas of Southeast 
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Stockton, and the Stockton Metropolitan Airport. Station 18-1 employs 1 full-time firefighter engineer and 1 fire 
captain. Station 18-2 employs 1 full-time firefighter engineer and 1 fire lieutenant. These full-time employees are 
state-certified emergency medical technicians. Fifteen reserve firefighters (1 captain and 14 firefighters) are split 
between the two stations on an as needed basis and are state-certified first responders. Station 18-1 houses 
breathing support equipment, 2 fire engines, and a water tender with a combined capacity of 3,525 gallons. 
Station 18-2 houses a command vehicle, 2 fire engines, and 2 aircraft crash rescue vehicles (can only respond to 
calls within the airport grounds) with a combined capacity of 4,500 gallons.  

Current information about the Collegeville Fire Protection District’s equipment, staffing, and levels of service 
was obtained from Chief Dennis Faist on August 18, 2010. The district’s fire station is located at 13225 East 
Mariposa Road, approximately 2 miles east of the project sites, and its service area is 30 square miles. The all-
volunteer fire district includes 1 chief and 11 firefighters, all of whom are state-certified first responders. The 
Collegeville Fire Protection District has 3 fire trucks and a water tender with a capacity of 4,000 gallons (Faist, 
pers. comm., 2010a). 

The Insurance Service Office (ISO) rates community fire protection services nationwide to establish appropriate 
fire insurance premiums for residential and commercial properties. Fire protection services receive a classification 
between 1 and 10. Class 1 represents exemplary public protection and Class 10 indicates that the area’s fire 
suppression program does not meet ISO’s minimum criteria. The Collegeville Protection District’s ISO rating is 
Class 7 within a 5-mile radius of the station (Faist, pers.comm, 2010b). The Montezuma Fire District’s ISO rating 
is Class 5 within a 5-mile radius of the station.  

The County Office of Emergency Services (OES) oversees the Multi-Hazard Functional Planning Guidance, a 
comprehensive disaster preparedness program. The County OES becomes the emergency operations center from 
which all County department heads direct and control emergency operations. Specific contingency plans and 
programs have been developed by the County OES for use in the event of dam failure or flood evacuation events, 
hazardous materials incidents, nuclear power plant failure, and mass casualty incidents. The Medical Disasters 
and Emergencies Program is divided into 4 types of responses: local emergencies, single incidents, multiple 
incidents, and major disasters. The program also includes plans for short-term emergency situations. Emergency 
patients are cared for at one of 7 acute-care facilities: 3 in Stockton, 2 in Lodi, and 1 each in Manteca and Tracy. 
The 2 Stockton facilities are the closest to the project sites. San Joaquin General Hospital in French Camp is also 
available for emergency services. 

SCHOOLS 

NCYCC employees and their families reside throughout adjacent and outlying communities in San Joaquin and 
Sacramento Counties. Based on the distribution of prison employees in the region in 2008 (see Section 4.4, 
“Population, Employment and Housing”), it is anticipated that approximately 40% of project-related staff 
members and their families would reside in Stockton. As shown in Table 4.4-1 in Section 4.4, “Employment, 
Population and Housing,” between 5% and 10% of staff members would be expected to reside in each of the 
following cities: Elk Grove, Sacramento, and Lodi. The remaining project-generated employees and their families 
would be dispersed throughout the region, but with less than 5% of employees residing in any one community. 
Children of the employees who are new to the area would be new students generated in the school districts that 
serve these communities. 

Stockton Unified School District (SUSD) provides educational services to students in and adjacent to the city of 
Stockton (approximately 55.6 square miles). Currently, SUSD educates 26,816 students at 42 elementary schools, 
48 students at 1 middle school, and 9,416 students at 6 high schools (California Department of Education 2010a). 
SUSD has a few specialty schools that provide educational services to approximately 1,350 students. To address 
existing and future overcrowding conditions, SUSD has pursued the use of portable classrooms (City of Stockton 
2007a). 
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Sacramento City Unified School District (SCUSD) provides educational services to students in and near the City 
of Sacramento. Currently, SCUSD educates 27,110 students at 63 elementary schools, 6,115 students at 9 middle 
schools, and 13,527 students at 12 high schools. SCUSD also enrolls 4,115 students in specialty schools 
(California Department of Education 2010b). According to Diane Heidrich, clerical support for the SCUSD 
Department of Planning and Construction, enrollment has decreased and most schools have available capacity 
(Heidrich, pers. comm., 2008).  

Elk Grove Unified School District (EGUSD) provides educational services to students in and adjacent to the City 
of Elk Grove. Currently, EGUSD educates 32,859 students at 41 elementary schools, 9,749 students at 9 middle 
schools, and 17,800 students at 9 high schools (California Department of Education 2010c). EGUSD has a few 
other specialty schools that provide services to approximately 595 students. EGUSD has capacity at some schools 
and is over capacity at others. Several future EGUSD school sites have been planned, but the actual buildout of 
these facilities depends on school impact fees generated from construction of new homes. Because of the 
variability of the housing market, collection of these impact fees and the need for and timing of construction of 
new schools is uncertain. 

Lodi Unified School District (LUSD) provides educational services to students in and adjacent to the City of 
Lodi. Currently, LUSD educates 17,150 students at 37 elementary schools, 4,562 students at 6 middle schools, 
and 8,466 students at 5 high schools (California Department of Education 2010d). LUSD has a few specialty 
schools that provide services to approximately 1,532 students. LUSD last revised its facilities master plan in June 
2006. The existing plan shows the need for 6 additional elementary schools, 2 additional elementary/middle schools, 
1 additional middle school, and 5 additional high schools (LUSD 2006). 

4.10.3 REGULATORY CONSIDERATIONS 

FEDERAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

No federal plans, policies, regulations, or laws related to police services, fire and emergency services, or schools 
are applicable to the proposed projects. 

STATE PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

No state regulations or laws related to schools, police services, and fire and emergency services are applicable to 
the proposed projects. 

LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND ORDINANCES 

San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 

The following objectives and policies are set forth in the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 relating to 
police services, fire protection and emergency services, and schools. These policies are not directly applicable to 
the proposed projects. The lead agency is citing these policies, however, in order to assist with the determination 
of whether the projects’ impacts are significant. 

Fire Safety and Law Enforcement 

► Objective 1: To provide fire protection and law enforcement for the public’s health and safety. 

► Objective 2: To prevent fire and law enforcement hazards through physical planning. 

• Fire Safety Policy 1: The fire protection and law enforcement services and facilities shall provide 
adequate protection throughout the County, including waterways used by boaters. 
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• Fire Safety Policy 2: New development shall have water systems which meet County fire flow 
requirements or shall provide adequate on-site water storage, as determined by the County Fire Warden or 
by the local fire district having jurisdiction, if the district has a fire prevention bureau. 

• Fire Safety Policy 4: The fire station locations shall be planned to achieve a maximum run time of 
3 minutes or 1.5 miles in urban areas and 6 minutes or 4.0 miles in rural areas. 

• Fire Safety Policy 5: All development shall have adequate access for fire fighting and emergency 
equipment. 

• Law Enforcement Policy 7: The standard for law enforcement shall be 1.5 line officers assigned to 
patrol duty per 1,000 residents in urban communities and one line officer assigned to patrol duty per 
1,000 residents in the remaining unincorporated portions of the County. 

• Law Enforcement Policy 8: Development design should foster a sense of community and incorporate 
defensible space design concepts. 

Also, Volume III, Section III.C-1 Fire Safety and Law Enforcement (page III.C-2) of the San Joaquin County 
General Plan states that local institutional facilities are to provide their own internal fire protection. 

Educational Facilities 

• Policy 1: Development shall be served by adequate educational facilities. 

City of Stockton General Plan 2035 

The following goals and policies are set forth in the City of Stockton General Plan 2035 relating to public 
services. These policies are not directly applicable to the proposed projects. The lead agency is citing these 
policies, however, in order to assist with the determination of whether the projects’ impacts are significant. 

9.7 Law Enforcement 

► Goal PFS-7: To provide protection to the public through adequate police staffing and related resources, 
effective law enforcement, and the incorporation of crime prevention features in new development, as 
approved by the Police Department. 

• PHS-7.1 Police Response Time: The City shall maintain an average response time of 5 minutes or less 
for priority one calls. 

• PFS-7.2 Staffing Ratios: The City shall maintain a minimum ratio of 1.5 sworn officers per 1,000 
residents served. 

• PFS-7.3 Siting of Police Stations: The City shall continue to plan for the location of branch police 
stations within newly developing areas of Stockton. 

• PFS-7.4 Public Safety Programs: The City shall promote public safety programs, including 
neighborhood watch, child identification and fingerprinting, and other public education efforts. 

• PFS-7.5 Design Features for Crime Prevention and Reduction: The City shall continue to promote the 
use of building and site design features as a means for crime prevention and reduction. 
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9.8 Fire Protection 

► Goal PFS-8: To provide fire protection and law enforcement for the public’s health and safety. 

• PFS-8.1 Fire Response Time: The City shall work to maintain a fire response time as indicated in Table 
9-1, which shall be used to determine future fire stations needs. 

• PFS-8.2 Insurance Service Organization (ISO) Rating: The City shall strive to maintain an ISO rating 
of 1 as long as the rating continues to be a benefit to the City. 

• PFS-8.3 Provision of Station Facilities and Equipment: The City should provide fire station facilities, 
equipment (engines and other apparatus), and staffing necessary to maintain current levels of service 
throughout the City, including newly developed areas. 

• PFS-8.4 Cost Sharing: The City shall require new development to pay all public facility fees (PFF) as a 
means to provide a fair share of costs to provide fire station facilities and equipment in order to maintain 
current levels of service in newly developed areas. Also, new development may be required to create a 
Community Facility District (CFD) or other funding mechanisms to pay the costs associated with the 
operation of a fire station. 

• PFS-8.5 Cooperation with Adjacent Fire Districts: The City shall continue to cooperate with adjacent 
fire districts in the provision of fire protection services through mutual aid agreements. 

• PFS-8.6 Adequate Emergency Access and Routes: The City shall require that new development 
provide adequate access for emergency vehicles, particularly firefighting equipment, as well as provide 
evacuation routes. 

• PFS-8.7 Proper Storage and Transport of Flammable and Explosive Materials: The City shall 
require that the storage of flammable and explosive materials and transportation of such materials are in 
accordance with local, State and Federal safety standards. 

• PFS-8.8 Fire Flow Requirements: The City shall ensure that adequate fire flow requirements are 
maintained throughout the City. 

• PFS-8.9 Fire Hazards Protection for City Programs: The City shall consider protection from fire 
hazards in all planning, regulatory and capital improvement programs. 

• PFS-8.10 Public Awareness of Fire Hazards and Prevention: The City shall continue to promote 
public awareness and prevention of fire hazards through fire prevention programs. 

• PFS-8.11 Weed Abatement: The City shall maintain a weed abatement program to ensure clearing of 
dry brush areas. Weed abatement activities shall be conducted in a manner consistent with all applicable 
environmental regulations. 

9.9 Schools 

► PFS-9: To ensure that adequate school facilities are available to meet the needs of City residents. 

• PFS-9.1 Appropriate Siting of Schools: The City shall coordinate with school districts to locate new 
schools in existing residential neighborhoods, the Village areas, and other newly developing areas where 
they are easily accessible by motorized vehicles, bicycles, pedestrians, and public transportation. 
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• PFS-9.2 Funding for New School Construction: The City shall support school districts in maximizing 
the use of developer fees and other funding options (Mello-Roos districts) to fund new construction. 

• PFS-9.3 Monitor Enrollment Needs: The City shall continue to work with school districts to monitor 
housing, population, and school enrollment trends in order to determine future enrollment needs. In 
particular, the City shall assess the anticipated housing and population growth for the Village areas during 
the specific plan development phase to determine the type of school facilities needed to support them. 

• PFS-9.4 Elementary School Sites: The City shall encourage school districts to site elementary schools 
within residential neighborhoods with a walking radius of approximately 1.5 miles. Elementary schools 
should be located where students need not cross major arterial or collector streets. 

• PFS-9.5 School Funding: To the extent allowed by State law, the City will require new projects to 
mitigate impacts on school facilities, which could occur through the use of developer fees. The City will 
also work with school districts, developers, and the public to evaluate alternatives to funding/providing 
adequate school facilities. 

• PFS-9.6 School Alternatives: The City will work with the school districts serving the planning area to 
evaluate the ability to expand or renovate school facilities within infill areas to provide adequate facilities 
and reduce issues related to the viability of infill development. The City will also work with school 
districts to evaluate alternative methods of providing school facilities in infill areas, such as smaller 
school sizes (lower capacity campuses spread through an area) or smaller campus land areas (evaluate 
multi-story facilities). 

4.10.4 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

Impacts on police services, fire protection and emergency services, and schools that would result from the 
proposed projects were identified by comparing existing service capacity and facilities against future demand 
associated with project implementation. In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, an impact 
of the proposed projects related to public services would be considered significant if project implementation 
would: 

► result in the need for new or physically altered government facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance 
objectives; or 

► substantially increase school enrollment in any district that is near or over capacity and, as a result, cause the 
need to physically alter school facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts. 

ISSUES NOT DISCUSSED FURTHER 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would employ an estimated 850 new staff members. The 
proposed projects provide adequate on-site recreation facilities for the prison inmate population. As discussed in 
Section 4.4, “Employment, Population and Housing,” the addition of up to 850 employees would not generate a 
substantial number of residents or concentrate new residents within any one city (relative to the city’s population 
and planned growth). Therefore, the projects would not create a substantial demand for recreational facilities. 

In addition, it is estimated that 10 patients would require transportation to a hospital per month, some by 
ambulance. Emergency transportation services (i.e., ambulance service) for the projects would be provided under 
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contract by a local provider. Because ambulance service would be provided by a private enterprise, maintenance 
of service level would be stated in the contract and the fees for service would include any increased service 
necessary. The projects would not adversely affect the ability of local ambulance services to serve the projects and 
other clientele. This issue is not discussed further in this DEIR.  

Government Code Section 27491 provides that the Coroner “must investigate, determine the circumstances, 
manner and cause of all deaths in prison or under sentence.” Some investigations may be more involved than 
others. The Coroner may simply take information on a death over the telephone and not need to examine the body 
or doing anything extensive. Many of the deaths at prison would not require an autopsy by the Coroner's office as 
they will be from natural causes in someone with known illness. Most Coroners’ offices will release these cases 
without any involvement by their office. An autopsy is performed only when cause of death cannot be determined 
and for suicides and trauma. Occasionally, complicated investigations are handled by Coroner staff.  California 
Medical Facility (CMF) in Solano County had the highest institution death rate in 2008, with a death rate of 
2,158/100,000.  (There were 67 deaths in 2008 at CMF.  Of these, 74.63% (50/67) occurred in hospice, which do 
not require autopsy; 16.42% (11/67) occurred in outside hospitals which usually do not require an autopsy and 
8.95% (6/67) died at CMF.)  (Peterson, pers. comm. 2010) Based on that rate and the population at the combined 
projects, approximately 35 deaths per year would occur at the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities and 
as noted above only a fraction of these deaths would require Coroner services. At CMF, autopsies are only done 
in the event that cause of death cannot be determined; otherwise the coroner takes the report of death from the 
facility over phone. (Faulkner, pers. comm., 2010) Another nearby institution, Duell Vocational Institution had a 
death rate of only 162.1 per 100,000 in 2008 (6 deaths).  

CDCR would pay for all services provided by the San Joaquin Coroner's Office to the projects at the reasonable, 
nondiscriminatory, and customary rates applicable to all persons or entities that may utilize the Coroners’ services 
as established by the San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors for coroner services.  Due to the small number of 
inmates that would require Coroner services, the projects would not increase demand of these services such that 
new facilities would be required. This issue is not discussed further in this DEIR. 

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.10-1 Potential for Increase in Demand for Police Protection Services Requiring Construction of New or 
Expanded Facilities. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson only scenario would not result in a substantial increase in demand for 
police facilities and services at the NCYCC facility. Currently, the NCYCC handles its own law enforcement 
needs and rarely (i.e., twice a year at most) requires assistance from the County Sheriff’s Department (Garcia 
pers. comm., 2010). The NCYCC complex, in which the proposed project would be located, currently employs 
approximately 225 officers on a rotating schedule so that peace officers are always on duty (1st watch: 35 
officers; 2nd watch: 155 officers; 3rd watch: 50–75 officers), 7 days a week, 24 hours per day, 365 days per year 
(Garcia pers. comm., 2010). 

The correctional staff members employed at the proposed facility would include sworn California Peace Officers  
trained and equipped to manage security. The proposed project would provide additional correctional officers that 
would, except in unusual circumstances, provide adequate on-site law enforcement for the proposed project. The 
County Sheriff’s Department responds to emergency calls from CDCR within San Joaquin County as needed in 
accordance with the existing County Mutual Aid Agreement. If the project site were annexed into the City of 
Stockton, it is assumed that the City of Stockton Police Department would respond to emergency calls from 
CDCR at the proposed facilities. This level of response is anticipated to meet the law enforcement demand at the 
project site for any instances requiring back-up police protection. Due to the infrequent nature of these incidents, 
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it is not anticipated that the proposed project would substantially increase demand for police protection services at 
the project site. 

However, the DeWitt Nelson only scenario could result in the need for some increased law enforcement presence 
in the project area primarily as a result of increased traffic on local roadways (on-site incidents would generally be 
handled by the correctional staff). Although a limited increase in law enforcement presence may be required, a 
need for additional law enforcement is not typically based on traffic levels, and it is unlikely that a traffic-based 
increase in law enforcement would, by itself, constitute an increase in demand that would require construction of 
new law enforcement facilities. 

In addition, the DeWitt Nelson only scenario would add up to 450 new employees to the vicinity, which would 
result in some increased housing and population in the region to the extent employees are new to the area (see 
Section 4.4, “Employment, Population and Housing,” for a detailed discussion regarding impacts associated with 
population increase).  

As stated in Section 4.4, “Employment, Population and Housing,” approximately 40% (up to 180) of staff 
members would reside within the Stockton city limits. The most recent available data show that the average 
household size for CDCR employees is 3.1 persons (CDCR 1995) (Note that California Department of Finance’s 
2008 estimate of 3.087 people per household in Stockton is nearly identical to CDCR’s data for CDCR 
employees). Therefore, an increase in 180 households would result in a maximum population increase of 558 in 
Stockton. This number is a high estimate because this assumes that all of the staff members hired for the facility 
would relocate to Stockton from other regions, whereas realistically, many jobs would be filled from the local 
labor pool (see Section 4.4, “Employment, Population and Housing,” for a more detailed discussion). 

As mentioned above, if the project site is approved for annexation into the City of Stockton, the site would fall 
under the jurisdiction of the City of Stockton Police Department. The most recent data indicates that the City of 
Stockton employs 343 sworn police officers (City of Stockton 2010). The goal stated in the City of Stockton 
General Plan 2035 is to maintain a minimum ratio of 1.5 sworn officers per 1,000 residents served (City of 
Stockton 2007b). Therefore, assuming a population increase of 558, to be consistent with the City’s goal, 
population growth associated with the proposed project could result in the need for just under 1 new police officer 
(0.83) if all employees are new to the City. However, this is a highly unlikely scenario given the labor pool 
already available in the area. Further, adding 1 police officer to the entire City police force represents an increase 
in officers of only 0.3%. This is not substantial enough to result in the need for new police facilities. The City is 
planning to grow substantially over the next several decades (see Section 4.4) and is currently processing 
applications for large residential development projects (see the discussion under “Growth Inducement” in Chapter 
6). Although employees from the project may reside in some of the new housing, and the housing would result in 
a demand for new police officers to serve the expanding population, the impact would be associated with the 
housing projects and addressed in the related CEQA documents. (The City would receive additional revenues 
from the housing developments. Further, the NCYCC campus is within the City’s sphere of influence, and if 
annexed would fall within the Stockton city limits. If it does, additional state subventions would be provided to 
the City to reflect the population of patients on the project site, which would help fund City services.) 

Although nearly 40% of the project-generated residents are projected to reside in Stockton, 5 to 10% of project-
generated residents (22–45 residents) are projected to reside in the cities of Sacramento (population 486,189), Elk 
Grove (population 143,885), and Lodi (population 63,549), and 3–5% (13–22 residents) are projected to reside in 
Modesto (population 211,536) and Manteca (population 68,847). As indicated in Section 4.4, “Employment, 
Population and Housing,” these population increases would be indistinguishable from the growth projected for 
these local areas. 

The remaining project-generated population (less than 3%, or fewer than 13 residents) would likely be spread out 
regionally and would also be indistinguishable from projected local growth for these areas. Because the 
percentages of project-generated residents are so small in these areas, the project would not result in the need for 
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the construction of new police facilities. See Section 4.4, “Employment, Population and Housing,” for more 
detailed discussion of population increases. 

Construction of new housing projects that would accommodate an increased population would be required to pay 
appropriate local impact fees for public facilities and property taxes, which would further ensure adequate police 
facilities and response times. 

Development of the DeWitt Nelson only scenario would not substantially increase the demand for police protection facilities 
and services to maintain an adequate level of service. Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant impact to public 
services. (Impact 4.10-1a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

The NCRF only scenario would add up to 400 new employees to the vicinity, which would result in increased 
housing and population in the region to the extent employees are new to the area (see Section 4.4, “Employment, 
Population and Housing,” for a detailed discussion regarding impacts associated with population increase). In 
addition, if the project site were annexed into the City of Stockton, it is assumed that the City of Stockton Police 
Department would respond to emergency calls from CDCR at the proposed facilities. It is noted that this 
responsibility may transfer back to the California Highway Patrol (CHP) in the future. 

For the same reasons described above under the DeWitt Nelson only scenario, the NCRF project would not result in a 
substantial increase in demand for police facilities and services at the project site. Development of the NCRF project would not 
substantially increase the demand for police protection facilities and services, to maintain an adequate level of service. This 
would be a less-than-significant impact to public services. (Impact 4.10-1b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

The NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would add up to 850 new employees to the vicinity, which would result in 
increased housing and population in the region to the extent employees are new to the area (see Section 4.4, 
“Employment, Population and Housing,” for a detailed discussion regarding impacts associated with population 
increase). If concentrated within one area, an increased population level could generate an increase in demand for 
police services. As stated in Section 4.4, “Employment, Population and Housing,” approximately 40% (up to 340) 
of staff members would reside within the Stockton city limits; using CDCR’s factor of 3.1 persons per household 
(CDCR 1995) (nearly identical to DOF’s estimate of 3.087 people per household in Stockton) this would result in 
an increase in 340 households, which would result in a maximum population increase of 1,054 residents in 
Stockton. 

Assuming a population increase of 1,054 and a ratio of 1.5 sworn officers to 1,000 residents, to be consistent with 
the City’s goal, population growth associated with the proposed projects could result in the need for 
approximately 1 to 2 new police officers (if all employees are new to the area). However, adding 2 police officers 
to the entire City police force represents an increase in officers of only 0.5%. This is not substantial enough to 
result in the need for new police facilities. 

The Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson scenario would not result in a substantial increase in demand for police 
facilities and services at the project sites.  
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Development of the Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson scenario would not substantially increase the demand for police 
protection facilities and services to maintain an adequate level of service. This would be a less-than-significant impact to 
public services. (Impact 4.10-1c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.10-2 Potential Increase in Demand for Fire Protection and Emergency Services Requiring Construction of 
New or Expanded Facilities. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would increase the level of fire and life safety of the existing 
buildings on the site by bringing them up to current building code, which would reduce the potential for structure 
fires; however, the reuse of the site as a correctional facility would require an increase in first response service 
compared to existing conditions. It is anticipated that implementation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project 
would result in an overall increase in demand for fire protection services. The Montezuma Fire Protection District 
currently responds to emergencies at the project site. However, because portions of the CDCR property are within 
the Collegeville Fire Protection District boundary, the San Joaquin County Land Area Formation Commission 
(LAFCO) may redraw the fire protection district boundary such that one fire protection district provides service to 
the entire CDCR property. Once the appropriate fire protection district is determined, CDCR would enter into an 
agreement to pay a fire services fee which would be consistent with the reasonable cost of providing the service. 
The fees would be determined on the basis of the same objective criteria and methodology applicable to 
comparable nonpublic users, based on such things as service characteristics, demand patterns, and other relevant 
factors. It would not include ambulance services since they are not provided by the fire districts. 

The DeWitt Nelson only scenario would add up to 450 new employees, which could result in increased housing 
and population throughout the region to the extent employees are new to the area and not hired from the existing 
population (see Section 4.4, “Employment, Population and Housing,” for a detailed discussion regarding impacts 
associated with a population increase). Substantial growth is planned to occur in Stockton over the next several 
decades (see Section 4.4, “Employment, Population and Housing,”), as the City has approved several large 
residential development projects (see “Growth Inducement” in Chapter 6). Although employees from the 
proposed project could reside in some of this housing, and the housing would result in a demand for new 
firefighters to serve the expanding population, the impact would be associated with the housing projects and 
addressed in the related CEQA documents. (The City of Stockton would receive additional revenues from the 
housing developments.) As discussed above under Impact 4.10-1 and as indicated in Section 4.4, “Employment, 
Population and Housing,” the population increases would be indistinguishable from the growth projected for these 
local areas. Because the percentages of project-generated residents are so small in these areas, the project would 
not result in the need for the construction of new fire protection facilities. See Section 4.4, “Employment, 
Population and Housing,” for more detailed discussion of population increases. 

Construction of new housing that would accommodate increased population would be required to pay appropriate 
local impact fees for public facilities. New residents would also pay property taxes. Public facilities impact fees 
and property taxes are used, in part, to pay for fire protection services; therefore, payment of these fees and taxes 
would further promote adequate fire protection facilities and response times. 

Development of the DeWitt Nelson project would increase the demand for fire protection and emergency services. CDCR 
would enter into an agreement with the appropriate fire district (possibly determined by LAFCO) and would pay fees for fire 
protection service, which would reduce impacts related to service capacity. Furthermore, project-related population increase 
would be accommodated by existing and future housing development, which would pay development impact fees and property 
taxes for fire protection service in those areas. This would be a less-than-significant impact to fire protection services. 
(Impact 4.10-2a) 
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Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

The NCRF project would include fewer employees than the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. For the same 
reasons described above under the DeWitt Nelson only scenario, the NCRF only scenario would result in an 
increased demand for fire protection and emergency facilities and services at the NCYCC facility. However, once 
the appropriate fire protection district is determined, CDCR would enter into an agreement to pay a fire services 
fee which would be consistent with the reasonable cost of providing the service. The fees would be determined on 
the basis of the same objective criteria and methodology applicable to comparable nonpublic users, based on such 
things as service characteristics, demand patterns, and other relevant factors. It would not include ambulance 
services since they are not provided by the fire districts. The payment of fees would reduce impacts to local fire 
service. Furthermore, the impact would be less-than-significant. Furthermore, project-related population increase 
would be accommodated by existing and future housing development, which would pay development impact fees 
and property taxes for fire protection service in those areas. 

Development of the NCRF project would increase the demand for fire protection and emergency services. CDCR would enter 
into an agreement with the appropriate fire district (possibly determined by LAFCO) and would pay fees for fire protection 
service, which would reduce impacts related to service capacity. Furthermore, project-related population increase would be 
accommodated by existing and future housing development, which would pay development impact fees and property taxes for 
fire protection service in those areas. This would be a less-than-significant impact to fire protection services. 
(Impact 4.10-2b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Implementation of both the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would include up to 850 employees. As mentioned 
above under the DeWitt Nelson only discussion, increased demand for fire service would be addressed in the 
CEQA documents associated with the approved housing developments in the region that would accommodate 
new employees generated by the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects. Furthermore, if the property is 
annexed, the City of Stockton would receive state subventions. As discussed above under Impact 4.10-1 and as 
indicated in Section 4.4, “Employment, Population and Housing,” the population increases would be 
indistinguishable from the growth projected for these local areas. Because the percentages of project-generated 
residents are so small in these areas, the projects would not result in the need for the construction of new fire 
protection facilities. Construction of new housing that would accommodate increased population would be 
required to pay appropriate local impact fees for public facilities and property taxes, which would further ensure 
adequate fire protection facilities and response times. 

For the same reasons described above under the DeWitt Nelson only scenario, the NCRF only scenario would 
result in an increased demand for fire protection and emergency facilities and services at the NCYCC facility and 
NCRF site. However, once the appropriate fire protection district is determined, CDCR would enter into an 
agreement to pay a fire services fee which would be consistent with the reasonable cost of providing the service. 
The fees would be determined on the basis of the same objective criteria and methodology applicable to 
comparable nonpublic users, based on such things as service characteristics, demand patterns, and other relevant 
factors. It would not include ambulance services since they are not provided by the fire districts. The payment of 
fees would reduce impacts to local fire service. Furthermore, the impact would be less-than-significant.  
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Development of the combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would increase the demand for fire protection and 
emergency services. CDCR would enter into an agreement with the appropriate fire district (possibly determined by LAFCO) 
and would pay fees for fire protection service, which would reduce impacts related to service capacity. Furthermore, project-
related population increase would be accommodated by existing and future housing development, which would pay 
development impact fees and property taxes for fire protection service in those areas. This would be a less-than-significant 
impact to fire protection services. (Impact 4.10-2c) 

Mitigation Measure  

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.10-3 Potential Increase in Demand for Schools Requiring Construction of New or Expanded Facilities. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

As discussed in Section 4.4, “Employment, Population and Housing,” it is likely that a large portion of the 
project-generated employees would come from the local communities. Thus, it can be assumed that these 
employees would not contribute to new demand for schools. To the extent new employees would move to the 
area, they would be accommodated within the substantial existing and planned new housing in the region. Homes 
that are constructed in these communities would be subject to any adopted school impact fees which are used to 
partially fund the construction of schools. Although these fees are not typically sufficient to fully fund 
construction costs, California Government Code Section 65996 has deemed that payment of school fees is full 
mitigation of school impacts under CEQA. In addition to school impact fees, school districts have a variety of 
other funding sources that offset the cost of constructing new schools including matching state funds and various 
local bond fund opportunities (although many require voter approval). The decision of where the housing is 
constructed, and therefore where schools may be affected by new students, is the responsibility of the local 
jurisdictions in which housing would occur. Although the proposed project would generate new employees in the 
region, to the extent they move to new housing or indirectly result in new homes being constructed, the impacts to 
schools would be mitigated through school mitigation fee collection. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 4.4, 
any new employees would be dispersed throughout the region and would not be substantial when considered 
within the existing and planned populations of the communities in which they would reside. Finally, CDCR is 
authorized to provide a one-time mitigation payment for community and school impacts that fall outside the 
purview of the Public Resources Code.  This payment is authorized by Government Code Section 15819.403.  
These funds are paid to local government entities pursuant to the provisions of Penal Code Section 7005.5, and 
these payments would be available to the respective entities at the commencement of construction activities. 
  

Development of the DeWitt Nelson only scenario would not increase the demand for schools and facilities, and CDCR would 
contribute funds to local schools. This would be a less-than-significant impact to public services. (Impact 4.10-3a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

The NCRF project would include fewer employees than the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. For the same 
reasons described above under the DeWitt Nelson only scenario, the NCRF only scenario would not result in 
increased demand for schools and construction of new school facilities. CDCR is also authorized to provide a 
one-time mitigation payment for community and school impacts that fall outside the purview of the Public 
Resources Code.  This payment is authorized by Government Code Section 15819.403.  These funds are paid to 
local government entities pursuant to the provisions of Penal Code Section 7005.5, and these payments would be 
available to the respective entities at the commencement of construction activities. 
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Development of the NCRF only scenario would not increase the demand for schools and facilities, and CDCR would 
contribute funds to local schools. This would be a less-than-significant impact to public services. (Impact 4.10-3b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Implementation of both the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would include up to 850 employees. As discussed 
above under the DeWitt Nelson only scenario, because a large percentage of the employment generated by both 
projects would be local hires, these employees would not contribute to new demand for schools. Employees 
moving into the region would be accommodated within the substantial existing and planned new housing in the 
region. Where schools or school districts are over their capacities, new housing is required to pay local school 
impact fees for public schools in all the communities served by the projects, which is considered, under CEQA, to 
be adequate mitigation for schools. The decision of where the housing is constructed, and therefore where schools 
may be affected by new students, is the responsibility of the local jurisdictions in which housing would occur. 
Furthermore, as discussed in Section 4.4, any new employees would be dispersed throughout the region and 
would not be substantial when considered within the existing and planned populations of the communities in 
which they would reside. Finally, CDCR is authorized to provide a one-time mitigation payment for community 
and school impacts that fall outside the purview of the Public Resources Code.  This payment is authorized by 
Government Code Section 15819.403.  These funds are paid to local government entities pursuant to the 
provisions of Penal Code Section 7005.5, and these payments would be available to the respective entities at the 
commencement of construction activities.  For the same reasons described above under the DeWitt Nelson only 
scenario, the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson scenario would not result in increased demand for schools and 
construction of new school facilities. 

Development of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would not increase the demand for schools and facilities. This would 
be a less-than-significant impact to public services. (Impact 4.10-3c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 
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4.11 TRANSPORTATION 

This section is based on a traffic impact analysis completed for the proposed projects by DKS Associates in 
September 2010. This section provides an evaluation of traffic and transportation issues associated with the 
DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects. To ensure consistency with other traffic analyses prepared in this part of San 
Joaquin County, the analysis presented in this section and the impacts of the proposed projects were estimated 
using the current methodologies for levels of service (LOS) established by the City of Stockton (City), County of 
San Joaquin (County), and California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 

4.11.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The study area for this transportation analysis is bounded by State Route 99 (SR 99) to the west, Austin Road to 
the east, and Arch Road to the north. The traffic analysis study areas are comprised of those locations which have 
the greatest potential to experience traffic impacts due to the proposed projects. Abutting land uses consist of 
agricultural land uses to the west, south, and east of the project sites. The Stockton Intermodal Facility and 
Burlington Northern and Santa Fe Railway Company are located on Arch Road, east of Austin Road. Based on 
field observations, a high number of trucks enter and exit the facility during the day and travel along Arch Road.  

The DeWitt Nelson and NCRF sites are currently under the jurisdiction of San Joaquin County, but are within the 
City of Stockton’s Urban Service Area boundaries and within the City’s Sphere of Influence.  

EXISTING ROADWAY NETWORK 

The roadway network is comprised of freeways, arterials, and local streets. Exhibit 4.11-1 illustrates the location 
of the project sites, study intersections, and roadway network. Regional access is provided via SR 99.  

Descriptions of regional roadways are provided below. 

Regional Roadways 

State Route 99 (SR 99) – This facility extends from Red Bluff in the north to Wheeler Ridge in the south, near 
Interstate 5. In the vicinity of the project study area, SR 99 includes four travel lanes (two in each direction), runs 
in the north-south direction and provides access to the project study area via an interchange with Arch Road, west 
of the project site.  

SR 99 has an Annual Average Daily Traffic1 (AADT) (Caltrans 2010a) of about 73,000 vehicles north of the Arch 
Road interchange and approximately 68,000 south of the Arch Road interchange. The AADT volumes are based 
on 2009 traffic data collected by Caltrans north of the French Camp Road interchange and south of the Mariposa 
Road interchange (Appendix E). The Arch Road interchange lies between French Camp Road and Mariposa 
Road. SR 99 does not have a posted speed limit within the vicinity of the study area. However, the California 
Department of Transportation and the California Highway Patrol will implement a 70 mph speed limit 
(Caltrans 2010b). 

                                                      
1 Annual average daily traffic is the total volume for the year divided by 365 days. The traffic count year is from October 1st 

through September 30th. Very few locations in California are actually counted continuously. Traffic counting is generally 
performed by electronic counting instruments moved from one location to another throughout the State in a program of 
continuous traffic count sampling. The resulting counts are adjusted to an estimate of annual average daily traffic by 
compensating for seasonal influence, weekly variation, and other variables which may be present. Annual ADT is used for 
presenting a statewide picture of traffic flow, evaluating traffic trends, computing accident rates, planning and designing 
highways, and other purposes.  
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Source: DKS 2010 

 
Study Area and Roadway Network Exhibit 4.11-1 
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Local Access 

Arch Road is a two-lane roadway that runs east-west and abuts the north frontage of the NCRF project site. It 
extends from Qantas Lane, just west of State Route 99 (approximately two miles west of the project sites) to 
Austin Road in the east. Arch Road is classified as a minor arterial and has a posted speed limit of 45 mph west of 
Logistics Drive and 30 mph east of Logistics Drive.  

Austin Road is a two-lane local street that runs in a north-south direction. It extends from East Mariposa Road in 
the north to Caswell Memorial State Park (north of State Route 132) in the south. It would provide access to the 
DeWitt Nelson Facility via a shared driveway at the CDCR CHCF site. Austin Road has no posted speed limit 
within the vicinity of the study area. However, portions of Austin Road have a 55 mph speed limit. 

Newcastle Road is a two-lane local street located west of the project sites and extends from just north of Arch 
Road to its terminus near the Austin Road Landfill, in the south. It runs in a north-south direction and has a posted 
speed limit of 45 mph south of Arch Road.  

EXISTING TRANSIT NETWORK 

San Joaquin Regional Transit District (2010) is the primary provider of local bus service in the study area and 
currently operates one route (Bus Route 91) within the study area.  

Route 91 provides service between Ripon and San Joaquin Delta College and runs along State Route 99 and west 
of SR 99 near the Main Post Office at Arch/ Airport Road. It operates on weekdays between 5:45 a.m. to 9:33 
p.m. in the northbound direction. In the southbound direction, service is provided between 7:14 a.m. and 10:30 
p.m. The nearest bus stop is located about two miles to the west on Qantas Lane, north of Arch Airport Road 
Exhibit 4.11-2 illustrates the regional transit network. 

 

Regional Transit Services Exhibit 4.11-2 
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BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN NETWORK 

DKS conducted a field visit on August 13, 2010 to evaluate all existing pedestrian facilities within the vicinity of 
the study area. Roadway construction activity was observed on Arch Road east of SR 99, at Frontage Road-
Kingsley Road and Arch Road. The project sites are surrounded by agricultural land uses, with little pedestrian or 
bicycle activity. Pedestrian traffic flow is relatively light in the vicinity of the project study area; more activity is 
noticeable in the vicinity of the commercial area near SR 99. The City’s 2007 Bicycle Master Plan (City of 
Stockton 2007) identifies Arch Road and Austin Road as future Class III bike routes by the year 2035. Class III 
Bicycle Routes provide a shared-lane use with motor vehicle traffic. As defined by Caltrans, Class III bicycle 
routes are signed and should direct cyclist to the superior through route 4.  

Pedestrian facilities include sidewalks, crosswalks, ADA ramps, and pedestrian signals. Sidewalks are provided 
along the north side of Arch Road from the SR 99 interchange to Logistics Drive. Crosswalks and pedestrian 
signals at all of the signalized study intersections accommodate pedestrian movements within the immediate 
vicinity of the study area.  

4.11.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

FEDERAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

No federal plans, policies, regulations, or laws related to transportation are relevant to the proposed projects. 

STATE PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

No state policies, regulations, or laws relating to transportation are relevant to the proposed projects. However, 
this EIR uses LOS standards developed by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) for determining 
impacts on SR 99.  

LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND ORDINANCES 

No goals or policies from the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 or the City of Stockton General Plan 2035 
policies or other local plans, policies, regulations, and ordinances are relevant to the proposed projects because the 
projects are under the state’s jurisdiction. However, this EIR uses the City of Stockton’s, San Joaquin County’s, 
and Caltrans’ standards for determining impacts on local intersections and roadways. These standards are 
described below under “Significance Criteria”  

4.11.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, an impact related to traffic and circulation would 
be considered significant if project implementation would:  

► cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street 
system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio 
on roads, or congestion at intersections); 

► exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established for designated roads or 
highways; 

► result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location 
that results in substantial safety risks; 
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► substantially increase hazards from a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); 

► result in inadequate emergency access; 

► result in inadequate parking capacity; or 

► conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks). 

For Caltrans study locations (Caltrans 2010c), a significant impact would occur if a project would result in the 
following: 

► Cause the operation of an intersection to deteriorate from LOS D or better under the Background Conditions 
to LOS E or F under Project Conditions; or 

► For intersections operating at unacceptable levels (LOS E or F) under background conditions, that LOS must 
be maintained. For the purpose of this analysis, any location with a LOS E or F and an increase in the average 
delay by five (5) seconds or more (per City of Stockton thresholds) was considered a significant impact.  

For City of Stockton study locations, the projects would result in a significant impact:  

► If the addition of project traffic would cause the operation of an intersection or roadway segment to 
deteriorate from LOS D or better under the Background Conditions to LOS E or F under Project Conditions; 

► For intersections operating at unacceptable levels (LOS E or LOS F) under background conditions, the 
addition of project traffic would cause the intersection to further degrade the LOS by increasing the average 
delay by five (5) seconds or more; 

► If project generated transit ridership when added to existing or future ridership, exceeds available or planned 
system capacity; 

► If project design hindered or eliminated an existing designated bikeway, or if the project interfered with 
implementation of a proposed bikeway or resulted in unsafe conditions for bicyclist, including unsafe 
bicycle/pedestrian or bicycle/motor conflicts; 

► If project automobile and truck access to the project site would adversely affect adjacent streets and 
sidewalks; or  

► If project design would result in inadequate sight distance from a project driveway to view approaching 
vehicles. 

For San Joaquin County study locations, a significant impact would occur when: 

► The addition of project traffic causes the LOS to exceed the County’s acceptable LOS standards (i.e. A, B, C, 
or D) established for the study intersection or roadway segment. If project-generated traffic exceeds the 
County’s LOS standards, then mitigation measures that would improve the LOS to an acceptable level must 
be identified. The LOS must be expressed in terms of delay in seconds for intersections, and vehicles per hour 
for roadway segments. 

► If the LOS for conditions at a given location is at an unacceptable LOS under background conditions, the 
impact must be assessed in terms of volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio for roadway segments or “delay” for 
intersection approaches. If project generated conditions, exceed the v/c ratio for the same roadway segment 
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under “existing” conditions, then mitigation measures that would return the “v/c” ratio to the “existing” level 
must be identified. Similarly, if the “delay” at a given intersection approach exceeds the “delay” for the same 
intersection approach under “existing” condition, then mitigation measures that would return the “delay” to 
the “existing” level must be identified. For this project, project impacts, if any, are measured against 
background condition. Thus, the “background” condition is representative of the existing condition. 

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

To evaluate traffic conditions, as well as provide a basis for comparison of conditions before and after - traffic 
generated from the projects is added to the street system, intersection level of service (LOS) was evaluated at nine 
(9) study intersections. Based on consultation with City of Stockton and San Joaquin County staff, the 
intersections listed in Table 4.11-1 were analyzed as part of the traffic impact analysis.  

Table 4.11-1 
Study Intersections 

# Study Intersection Name Traffic Control Jurisdiction 

1 SR 99 Southbound & Arch Roada Signal Caltrans 

2 SR 99 Northbound off-ramp & Arch Roada Signal Caltrans 

3 Kingsley Road –SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road Signal Caltrans 

4 Newcastle Road & Arch Road Signal City of Stockton 

5 Logistics Drive & Arch Road Signal City of Stockton 

6 NCRF West Driveway & Arch Road Unsignalized County 

7 NCRF East Driveway & Arch Road Unsignalized County 

8 Austin Road & Arch Roadb Unsignalized County 

9 Austin Road & Project Access Driveway (CHCF & DeWitt Nelson) Unsignalized County 

Notes: 
a Intersection operates as part of the Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) which includes the SR 99 northbound and southbound ramps. 
b At the time traffic counts were conducted for this intersection, the intersections was unsignalized. This intersection has since been 

signalized 

Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 

 

In addition, the following roadway segment was evaluated per San Joaquin County requirements: 

1. Arch Road just east of Newcastle Road and west of NCWF West Driveway. 

The list of study intersections and the study roadway segment was based on the size of the projects and the 
number of trips it would potentially generate, the surrounding study area, and with consideration of those 
intersections that are most likely to be affected by the proposed projects. The operation of these intersections was 
evaluated during the weekday A.M. (7:00-9:00 A.M.), Midday (2:00-4:00 P.M.) and P.M. (4:00-6:00 P.M.) peak 
periods for the following scenarios: 

► Scenario 1: Existing Condition. Level of service based on existing peak-hour volumes, lane geometry, and 
traffic control (e.g., signal timing, signal phasing, STOP control, etc.). 

► Scenario 2: Background Condition. Existing peak-hour volumes plus forecasted growth from approved, but 
not yet constructed, developments in the vicinity of the proposed projects that would occur prior to the 
completed construction of the proposed projects.  
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► Scenario 3: NCRF Only. This scenario evaluates the background condition peak-hour volumes plus project-
generated traffic from the NCRF Project. This project condition is hereafter referred to as NCRF Project 
Condition.  

► Scenario 4: DeWitt Nelson Only. This scenario evaluates the background condition peak-hour volumes plus 
project-generated traffic from the DeWitt Nelson Project. This project condition is hereafter referred to as 
DeWitt Nelson Project Condition.  

► Scenario 5: Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities. This scenario evaluates the background 
condition peak-hour volumes plus project-generated traffic from the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Projects. This 
project condition is hereafter referred to as NCRF/DeWitt Nelson Project Condition.  

► Scenario 6: Year 2035 General Plan Baseline No Project Condition. Level of service based on City of 
Stockton Year 2035 General Plan. Forecasted growth was derived from the City of Stockton Transportation 
Demand Model for year 2035. 

► Scenario 7: Year 2035 General Plan Baseline with NCRF Project Condition. This scenario evaluates the 
Year 2035 General Plan Baseline No Project Condition peak-hour volumes plus traffic generated by the 
proposed NCRF project.  

► Scenario 8: Year 2035 General Plan Baseline with DeWitt Nelson Project Condition. This scenario 
evaluates the Year 2035 General Plan Baseline No Project Condition peak-hour volumes plus traffic 
generated by the proposed DeWitt Nelson project.  

► Scenario 9: Year 2035 General Plan Baseline with NCRF/DeWitt Nelson Project Condition. This 
scenario evaluates the Year 2035 baseline condition peak-hour volumes plus traffic generated by the proposed 
Dewitt Nelson and NCRF projects.  

The impacts of the proposed projects were estimated using the current level of service methodologies set forth by 
the City of Stockton, San Joaquin County and Caltrans. Particular attention is given to impacts on vehicular, 
parking, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. This study also evaluates potential construction impacts from 
project development.  

The transportation analysis represented in this study follows review and incorporation, where appropriate, of data 
from the following transportation studies: 

1. Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan – Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH #2006022035). Prepared by 
EDAW│AECOM for the City of Stockton. June 2008. 

2. Forward Inc. Landfill Expansion – Draft Environmental Impact Report (SCH 2008052024). Prepared by 
Grassetti Environmental Consulting for San Joaquin County. January 2010. 

3. Airpark 599 with FAA Restriction Limit – Supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis. Prepared by KD Anderson 
& Associates Inc for Carlson, Barbee & Gibson, Inc. December 2, 2009. 

4. Arch-Sperry Extension Road Specific Plan – Arch-Airport/Sperry Road Geometric Plan Line. Prepared by 
TJKM Transportation Consultants for the City of Stockton. August 23, 2002. 

5. California Health Care Facility – Final Environmental Impact Report and Technical Memorandum 
(Environmental Review of Minor changes to Proposed Project). Prepared by EDAW │AECOM for the City 
of Stockton. October 2008 and 2009. 
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6. Tidewater Crossing – Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH #2005122101). Prepared by LSA for the City 
of Stockton. September 2008. 

7. Arch Road Industrial Park – Project information provided by City of Stockton planning staff. October 19, 
2009. 

8. Opus Logistics Center – Project information provided by City of Stockton planning staff. October 19, 2009. 

In addition, data provided in this report are based on recent correspondence and conversations with staff of the 
City of Stockton, San Joaquin County, and a site visit conducted on August 13, 2010. 

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND LEVELS OF SERVICE 

Vehicle turning movement counts were conducted by National Data & Surveying Services (NDS) during a typical 
weekday A.M. (7:00 – 9:00 a.m.) and P.M. (4:00 – 6:00 p.m.) peak period in September 2009 and in June 2010 
for the weekday Midday (2:00 – 4:00 p.m.) peak period. The midday peak period coincides with the midday work 
shift and captures different levels of congestion and travel behavior within the vicinity of the study area. 

Intersection turning movement counts consisted of counting each vehicle at each study intersection location by 
turning movement, and included documenting intersection geometry diagrams and signal phasing. Existing 
roadway segment volumes were also conducted by NDS during a weekday and over a 24-hour period. Roadway 
segment volumes were collected in September 2009. 

To supplement data collected in the field, the City of Stockton, San Joaquin County, and Caltrans staff provided 
existing traffic signal timing data for signalized intersections. Exhibit 4.11-3 illustrates the existing peak-hour 
traffic volumes. Appendix E includes the detail intersection traffic volume count sheets.  

Note that since the time the A.M. and P.M. peak period intersection turning movement counts were collected in 
September 2009, a new traffic signal has been installed at the intersection of Arch Road and Logistics Drive 
(Intersection #5). The signal installation for this intersection was under construction and not operating when the 
intersection count volumes were collected for the A.M. and P.M. peak period; thus, the existing condition does 
not reflect improvements to traffic flow from the signalized operation.  

LEVEL OF SERVICE METHODOLOGY 

Per City of Stockton and San Joaquin County requirements, traffic conditions for the study intersections were 
evaluated using the methodologies and capacity analysis procedures from the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM). For reference purposes, level of service (LOS), as defined in the HCM, is a quality measure describing 
operating conditions within a traffic stream. It is generally described in terms such as service measures, speed and 
travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, and comfort and convenience. LOS at study intersections 
was calculated using SYNCHRO (version 7.0) software for signalized and unsignalized intersections, except for 
the intersection of Austin Road and Arch Road (Intersection #8), where TRAFFIX software was used since 
SYNCHRO does not evaluate four-way stop controlled intersections. 

Level of Service Definition 

The level of service (LOS) evaluation indicates the degree of congestion that occurs during peak travel periods 
and is the principal measure of roadway and intersection performance. LOS can range from “A” representing free-
flow conditions, to “F” representing extremely long delays. LOS B and C signify stable conditions with 
acceptable delays. LOS D is typically considered acceptable for a peak hour in urban areas. LOS E is approaching 
capacity and LOS F represents conditions at or above capacity. The threshold criteria and standards of 
significance for acceptable levels of service are noted below. 
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Source: DKS 2010 

 
Existing Condition Peak-Hour Intersection Traffic Volumes Exhibit 4.11-3 
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Signalized Intersections 

At signalized intersections, LOS is evaluated on the basis of average stopped delay for all vehicles at the 
intersection. Table 4.11-2 defines the levels of service for signalized intersections based on HCM methodology. 

Table 4.11-2 
Level of Service Definition for Signalized Intersections 

Level of 
Service 

Average Stopped Delay 
(seconds/vehicle) Description 

A Delay ≤ 10.0 Free flow; minimal to no delay 

B 10.0 < Delay ≤ 20.0 
Stable flow, but speeds are beginning to be restricted by traffic 
condition; slight delays. 

C 20.0 < Delay ≤ 35.0 
Stable flow, but most drivers cannot select their own speeds and feel 
somewhat restricted; acceptable delays. 

D 35.0 < Delay ≤ 55.0 
Approaching unstable flow, and drivers have difficulty maneuvering; 
tolerable delays. 

E 55.0 < Delay ≤ 80.0 Unstable flow with stop and go; delays 

F Delay > 80.0 Total breakdown; congested conditions with excessive delays. 

Source: Transportation Research Board, Special Report 209, Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 16-Signalized Intersections 2000. 

 

Unsignalized Intersections 

At unsignalized intersections each approach to the intersection is evaluated separately and assigned a LOS. The 
level of service is based on the delay at the worst approach for two-way stop controlled intersections. For all-way 
stop controlled intersections, LOS is based on the average delay. Total delay is defined as the total elapsed time 
from when a vehicle stops at the end of the queue until the vehicle departs from the stop line. This time includes 
the time required for the vehicle to travel from the last-in-queue position to the first-in queue position. 
Table 4.11-3 provides definitions of LOS for unsignalized intersections.  

Table 4.11-3 
Level of Service Definition for Unsignalized Intersections  

Level of 
Service 

Control Delay1 
(seconds/vehicle) 

Description 

A ≤ 10 Little or no delay 

B > 10 and ≤ 15 Short traffic delay 

C > 15 and ≤ 25 Average traffic delays 

D > 25 and ≤ 35 Long traffic delays 

E > 35 and ≤ 50 Very long traffic delays 

F > 50 Extreme delays potentially affecting other traffic movements in the intersection 

Notes: 1 For two-way stop controlled intersections; LOS is based on the worst approach delay (in seconds per vehicle). For all-way stop 

controlled intersections, LOS is based on the average delay. 

Source: Transportation Research Board, Special Report 209, Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 17-Unsignalized Intersections, 2000. 

Exhibit 17-2 Level of Service Criteria for Two-Way Stop-Controlled (TWSC) Intersections and Exhibit 17-22 for All-Way Stop-Controlled 

(AWSC) Intersections. 
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Roadway Segments 

The traffic operation analysis for the study roadway segment was conducted using the urban street LOS 
methodology contained in the HCM (Caltrans 2000). Urban street LOS is based on the traveling speeds compared 
to the desired free flow speed. An indicator of delay is the capacity utilization, or the ratio of traffic volume to a 
roadway segment’s functional capacity. The functional capacity of a roadway segment is influenced by many 
factors including lane width, shoulder width, grade line, and percentage of trucks, peaking characteristics, and 
terrain. 

Table 4.11-4 summarizes the LOS criteria for various classes of roadway segments including arterial and collector 
streets. For the purpose of this analysis, Arch Road is classified as a Class II roadway with a free flow speed (ffs) 
of 40 mph (per San Joaquin County guidelines). In addition, the following assumptions were made in determining 
the LOS: a traffic signal cycle length of 110 seconds, a lane capacity of 1,900 vehicles per lane, arrival type 42 
(from City of Stockton guidelines), and a unit extension of 33. Other factors, such as the signal control adjustment 
factor and the upstream filtering/metering adjustment factor were calculated using tables in Chapter 15 of the 
HCM. The Synchro intersection level of service outputs for the intersection of Logistics and Arch Road, located 
west of the NCRF project site,) were used to determine the effective green-to-cycle (g/c) length ratios4. The final 
output of the urban street worksheet is a segment travel speed, which correlates to a roadway segment LOS. 

Table 4.11-4 
Level of Service Criteria for Two-Lane Arterial and Local Streets  

Urban Street Class I II III IV 

Range of free-flow speeds (FFS) 55 to 45 mi/h 45 to 35 mi/h 35 to 30 mi/h 35 to 25 mi/h 

Typical FFS 50 mi/h 40 mi/h 35 mi/h 30 mi/h 

LOS Average Travel Speed (mi/h) 

A > 42 > 35 > 30 > 25 

B > 34-42 > 28-35 > 24-30 > 19-25 

C > 27-34 > 22-28 > 18-24 > 13-19 

D > 21-27 > 17-22 > 14-18 > 9-13 

E > 16-21 > 13-17 > 10-14 > 7-9 

F ≤ 16 ≤ 13 ≤ 16 ≤ 7 

Notes: FFS: free-flow speed, mi/h: miles per hour, LOS: level of service 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000. Chapter 15 – Urban Street Methodology. Exhibit 15-2. 

 

                                                      
2  Arrival type 4: arrival type determines the quality of progression at a signalized intersection. Arrival Type 4 consists of a 

moderately dense platoon of vehicles that arrives in the middle of a green phase or of a dispersed platoon of 40 to 80 
percent of the lane group volume arriving throughout the green phase. It is applied to coordinated movements only during 
the peak and off-peak direction. Arrival type 4 was used based on the roadway classification (Class II) and per the 
requirements of San Joaquin County standards and City of Stockton Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines 
(Appendix D-1). 

3  Unit extension 3: the timing gap, in seconds, between successive vehicles moving on a traffic-actuated approach to a 
signalized intersection that will cause the signal controller to terminate the green display. 

4  g/c length: the ratio of the effective green time of a phase to the cycle length. Adjustments to the g/c length allow for higher 
capacity to be accommodated along the road (if higher) and similarly, if the green time length is reduced then capacity of 
the roadway is reduced. 
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Local Agency Significance Criteria 

Intersections 

The following LOS thresholds have been adopted by Caltrans, San Joaquin County and City of Stockton. 

Based on Caltrans (2002) LOS standards, all state facilities shall operate at: 

1. LOS C in rural areas and LOS D in urban areas.  

Based on San Joaquin County (2008) LOS standards: 

1. All county roadways shall operate at LOS C or better (except in a City sphere of influence where the City has 
adopted LOS D). 

2. Intersections shall operate at LOS D or better on minor arterials and roadways of higher classification; and 
LOS C on all other roads. 

3. All freeway and State highways shall operate at LOS D. 

Based on the City of Stockton (2003) LOS standards, an acceptable operating level of service (LOS) is defined as: 

1. LOS D or better on its roadway system.  

Roadway Segments 

Based on San Joaquin County LOS standards, an acceptable level is defined as LOS C or better, except in a City 
Sphere of Influence where a LOS D is acceptable (City’s standard is LOS D). 

EXISTING INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE 

The intersections and their corresponding existing levels of service are presented in Table 4.11-5. Appendix E 
includes the detailed calculation level of service analysis sheets including the weekday A.M., Midday, and P.M. 
peak hours. According to the intersection LOS thresholds, all study intersections currently operate at an 
acceptable level of service during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. study periods.  

Table 4.11-5 
Existing Intersection Peak Hour LOS 

# Intersection 
A.M. Midday P.M. 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 

1. SR 99 & Arch Roadc 13.4 B 12.7 B 13.2 B 

2. SR 99 Northbound off-ramp & Arch Roadc 10.8 B 10.6 B 10.4 B 

3. 
Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & 
Arch Roadc 

19.1 B 20.7 C 20.6 C 

4. Newcastle Road & Arch Roadc 15.3 B 19.5 B 15.6 B 

5. Logistics Drive & Arch Roadc,e 8.8 A 2.0 A 0.0 A 

6. NCRF West Driveway & Arch Roadd 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 

7. NCRF East Driveway & Arch Roadd 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 
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Table 4.11-5 
Existing Intersection Peak Hour LOS 

# Intersection 
A.M. Midday P.M. 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 

8. Austin Road & Arch Roadd 7.9 A 7.9 A 7.8 A 

9. 
Austin Road & Project Access Driveway 
(CHCF & DeWitt Nelson)d 

na na na na na na 

Notes: na: not applicable. Intersection was not evaluated for existing condition since access to/from the CHCF/DeWitt Nelson site is not yet 

provided. 
a  Delay: in seconds per vehicle 
b  LOS: Level of Service 
c  Signalized Intersection 
d  Unsignalized Intersection: For two-way stop controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the worst approach. For all-way stop 

controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the average delay. 
e  The LOS for this intersection, during the A.M. and P.M. peak hour, represents unsignalized operations. The signal was not operating when 

the A.M. and P.M. peak hour counts were collected. For the Midday peak hour, the LOS is based on signalized operation at the 

intersection.  

Source: DKS Associates 2010. 

 

EXISTING ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE 

The project area roadway segment and its corresponding existing levels of service are presented in Table 4.11-6. 
Based on the roadway segment analysis results, the study roadway segment operates at an acceptable level of 
service during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours, respectively. 

Table 4.11-6 
Existing Roadway Segment Peak Hour LOS 

# Roadway Segment 
A.M. Midday P.M. 

EB WB EB WB EB WB 

1. 

Arch Road 
(East of Newcastle Road 
and west of NCRF West 
Driveway)  

Peak Hour Volumea 76 83 91 92 119 68 

Avg. Travel Speed (mph)b 36 36 19 19 36 36 

LOSc A A D D A A 

Notes: EB: Eastbound, WB: Westbound 
a  Assumed for both directions (eastbound and westbound) 
b  Based on miles per hour (mph) 
c  LOS: Level of Service. Based on average through-vehicle travel speed.  

The study roadway segment is within the City of Stockton Sphere of Influence where a LOS D or better is an acceptable level of service. 

Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 

 

ISSUES NOT DISCUSSED FURTHER 

The proposed projects would consist generally of one to two-story buildings and would not include high-mast 
lighting or any radio, television, or cell phone towers that could require a change in air traffic patterns (See 
Section 4.10 “Hazards and Hazardous Materials” for additional discussion related to building height versus air 
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traffic). In addition, the proposed projects would not substantially increase demand for flights. Therefore, impacts 
associated with alteration of air traffic patterns are not addressed further.  

The proposed facilities would be designed to effectively accommodate emergency vehicles (including 
ambulances), as allowed within the required security parameters. Furthermore, the proposed projects would 
maintain their own security and utilize the existing local agency fire services. Therefore, impacts associated with 
emergency vehicle access are also not addressed further. 

The proposed projects would provide adequate parking areas on-site to accommodate all staff and visitor vehicles. 
No off-site parking would occur. Therefore, this issue will not be addressed further. 

Because CDCR is a state agency, the proposed projects are not subject to local plans and policies related to 
alternative modes of transportation. The proposed projects are not located in the vicinity of a residential area (i.e., 
the nearest residential community is 2.3 miles to the northwest), and it is anticipated that very few employees 
would commute to work on bicycle. Because bicycle facilities are not located in the vicinity of the project sites; 
the proposed projects would not increase the demand for such facilities. In addition, transit service is currently not 
available to the project sites. San Joaquin Regional Transit District “hopper” bus Route 91 is the closest bus route, 
located more than 2 miles from the site, and no bus service is planned in the area. Because the proposed projects 
would not be served by bus, the proposed projects would not increase the demand for transit service. CDCR will 
coordinate with the San Joaquin Regional Transit District regarding the potential for future bus or shuttle service 
to the site; however, bus service cannot be verified at this time. Impacts associated with alternative modes of 
transportation are not significant and are not discussed further.  

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Note to the reader: This section has been formatted to present the traffic impact analysis in a clear manner and 
includes a discussion of both project and cumulative impacts so that all technical traffic information remains 
together in one section (as opposed to re-presenting the same technical information in the cumulative chapter of 
this document). Further, this section presents the individual impact analysis for each project in the following order 
NCRF Only, DeWitt Nelson Only, and Combined NCRF/DeWitt Nelson Facilities.  

Impact 4.11-1: Construction-Related Traffic Impacts 

Construction of the proposed NCRF facility would begin in summer 2011, with an estimated completion date of 
summer 2013. Construction work shifts would generally be between 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday to Friday. 
Parking for construction workers would be provided in the existing visitor parking lot. The construction staging 
area would be located west of the existing perimeter fence line (Exhibit 3-6). 

Construction of the proposed DeWitt Nelson facility is anticipated to begin in spring 2011. Construction work 
shifts would generally be between 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday to Friday and could potentially include 
evening or nighttime construction. The construction staging area would be in the existing visitor parking lot. 

Construction trip generation estimates were based on information provided by CDCR staff and consultants. 
During the peak construction period, construction activities would require up to 100 construction workers for the 
NCRF project and 480 construction workers for the DeWitt Nelson project that would commute to the site on a 
daily basis. Average vehicle occupancy of one (1) person per vehicle was assumed for construction workers trips. 
In addition, construction vehicles would access the project site daily, some construction activities may occur on 
weekends. It is estimated that at least one heavy vehicle would travel to the NCRF site and approximately 8 heavy 
vehicles would travel to the DeWitt Nelson site on a daily basis and during the peak periods of construction. For 
the purpose of this analysis, a passenger-car-equivalent (PCE) ratio of 3.0 was applied to the truck trips (1 heavy 
vehicle = 3 vehicles) to determine the total passenger vehicle trips equivalent (Caltrans 2000). Table 4.11-7 
provides the trip generation estimates during the peak construction period.  
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Table 4.11-7 
Estimated Peak Construction Trip Generation 

Trip Type 
Number of 
Workers/ 
Trucks 

Daily 
Trips 

A.M. Peak 
(7:00-9:00 A.M.) 

P.M. Peak 
(4:00-6:00 P.M.) 

In Out Total In Out Total 

NCRF Project         

Construction Workers1 100 200 50 - 50 - 50 50 

Heavy Vehicles2 1 3 3 - 3 - 3 3 

Total  203 53 - 53 - 53 53 

DeWitt Nelson Project         

Construction Workers1 480 960 240 - 240 - 240 240 

Heavy Vehicles 2 8 48 12 - 12 - 12 12 

Total  1,008 252 - 252 - 252 252 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Projects  1,211 305 - 305 - 305 305 

Notes: 
1 Email correspondence to DKS Associates from Mike Parker – Ascent Environmental Inc. July 30, 2010. 
2 Per conversations with Mike Parker – Ascent Environmental Inc. 

 

Note that the analysis assumes an estimated 50% of the daily construction trips (workers and construction 
vehicles) would access the project sites during the AM and PM peak hours, while the remaining 50-percent would 
access the site at other times during the day, before or after, the peak commute hours. These assumptions are 
based on known construction activities, worker shifts, and delivery patterns for CDCR projects and reflect the 
anticipated arrival and departure patterns of construction related vehicles. 

Also, the analysis assumes construction of the approved CHCF project concurrently with the construction of the 
NCRF project, DeWitt Nelson project, and/or combined NCRF/DeWitt Nelson projects, respectively. For 
reference purposes, Table 4.11-8 list the construction period trip generation estimates for the CHCF site. 

Table 4.11-8 
CHCF Estimated Peak Construction Trip Generation 

Trip Type 
Number of 
Workers/ 
Trucks 

Daily 
Trips 

A.M. Peak 
(7:00-9:00 A.M.) 

P.M. Peak 
(4:00-6:00 P.M.) 

In Out Total In Out Total 

CHCF (NCYCC)         

Construction Workers1 1,220 2,440 610 - 610 - 610 610 

Heavy Vehicles2 (PCE) 165 330 83 - 83 - 83 83 

Project Totals  2,770 693 - 693 - 693 693 

Notes: 
Based on projection for the CHCF project. Information provided to DKS via email from Mike Parker, Ascent Environmental, dated July 30, 2010. 
PCE: Passenger-Car-Equivalent (1 heavy vehicle = 3 passenger cars) 

 

The intersections and their corresponding construction period levels of service are presented in Table 4.11-9. 
Appendix E includes the detailed calculation level of service analysis sheets including the weekday A.M., 
Midday, and P.M. peak hours. To provide a conservative analysis, the construction activities were assumed to 
occur prior to implementation of any background roadway improvements; therefore, construction-related traffic 
was compared to traffic conditions under Existing Conditions (as opposed to Background Conditions).  
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Table 4.11-9 
Construction Peak Period Intersection Peak Hour LOS Summary 

# Intersection Peak 
Existing Existing + CHCF + 

NCRF Construction 

Existing + CHCF + 
DeWitt Nelson 
Construction 

Existing + CHCF + 
NCRF + DeWitt 

Nelson Construction 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 

1. SR 99 & Arch Roadc 

A.M. 13.4 B 15.5 B 16.4 B 16.6 B 

Midday 12.7 B 12.7 B 12.7 B 12.7 B 

P.M. 13.2 B 14.3 B 14.6 B 14.7 B 

2. 
SR 99 Northbound 
off-ramp & Arch 
Roadc 

A.M. 10.8 B 14.9 C 18.5 C 20.0 C 

Midday 10.6 B 10.6 B 10.6 B 10.6 B 

P.M. 10.4 B 10.2 B 10.2 B 10.2 B 

3. 
Kingsley Road – SR 
99 Frontage Road & 
Arch Roadc 

A.M. 19.1 B 23.8 C 40.9 D 49.1 D 

Midday 20.7 C 20.7 C 20.7 C 20.7 C 

P.M. 20.6 C 29.1 C 42.8 D 50.1 D 

4. 
Newcastle Road & 
Arch Roadc 

A.M. 15.3 B 62.7 E 133.3 F 153.9 F 

Midday 19.5 B 19.5 B 19.5 B 19.5 B 

P.M. 15.6 B 17.6 B 27.4 C 33.9 C 

5. 
Logistics Drive & 
Arch Roadc 

A.M. 8.8 A 8.8 A 8.8 A 8.8 A 

Midday 2.0 A 2.0 A 2.0 A 2.0 A 

P.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 

6. 
NCRF West 
Driveway & Arch 
Roadd 

A.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 

Midday 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 

P.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 

7. 
NCRF East 
Driveway & Arch 
Roadd 

A.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 

Midday 0.0 A 9.3 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 

P.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 

8. 
Austin Road & Arch 
Roadc 

A.M. 7.9 A 11.1 B 21.2 C 21.5 C 

Midday 7.9 A 7.9 A 7.9 A 7.9 A 

P.M. 7.8 A 18.3 C 76.1 F 76.7 F 

9. 

Austin Road & 
Project Access 
Drivewayd (CHCF & 
DeWitt Nelson) 

A.M. na na 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 

Midday na na 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 

P.M. na na 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold.  

na: not applicable 
a  Delay: in seconds per vehicle 
b  LOS: Level of Service 
c  Signalized Intersection 
d  Unsignalized Intersection: For two-way stop controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the worst approach. For all-way stop 

controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the average delay. 

Source: DKS Associates 2010. 
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DeWitt Nelson Only 

Construction related traffic for the DeWitt Nelson project would result in significant impacts at the intersections 
of Newcastle Road & Arch Road during the A.M. peak hour and at Austin Road & Arch Road during the P.M. 
peak hour. During the peak construction period, the addition of construction vehicle traffic would cause the 
intersection of Newcastle Road & Arch Road to deteriorate from LOS B to LOS F during the A.M. peak hour. 
Similarly, the intersection of Austin Road & Arch Road would deteriorate from LOS A to LOS F during the P.M. 
peak hour. 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in the deterioration of two intersections to unacceptable levels of 
service during construction. Therefore, this would be a significant impact. (Impact 4.11-1a) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-1a 

Newcastle Road & Arch Road  

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations. The project 
would contribute approximately 18% of the traffic (construction traffic / total traffic = %) to this 
intersection during the A.M. peak hour. 

► Coordinate with the County to adjust the traffic signal timing to optimize the splits (balance of green 
and red signal time for each approach) during the A.M. peak hour. 

Table 4.11-10 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would operate at LOS B 
during the A.M. peak hour. Thus, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level based on adopted 
significance criteria. Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the analysis results including the project’s 
relative contribution to the study intersections. 

Table 4.11-10 
DeWitt Nelson Project – Mitigated Condition LOS C Summary 

# Intersection Peak 

Existing  
Condition 

Existing + CHCF + 
DeWitt Construction  

.Mitigated CHCFd + 
DeWitt Construction  

Significant  
Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

4. 
Newcastle Road 
& Arch Road 

A.M. 15.3 B 133.3 F 18.1 B -115.2 No 

Midday 19.5 B 19.5 B na na na No 

P.M. 15.6 B 27.4 C na na na No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 
a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 
b LOS: Level of Service 
c Signalized Intersection 
d This scenario assumes implementation of the CHCF project plus approved mitigation described in the certified EIR. 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

 

Austin Road & Arch Road  

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations. It is assumed 
that the installation of the traffic signal, as part of the CHCF project would be in place. The project would 
contribute approximately 26% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. peak hour, and 
approximately 25% of the P.M. peak hour traffic. 
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► Coordinate with the County to adjust intersection cycle length to 60 sec during peak hours. 

Table 4.11-11 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would operate at LOS A 
during the A.M. peak hour and LOS B during the P.M. peak hour. Thus, the impact would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level based on adopted significance criteria. Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the 
analysis results including the project’s relative contribution to the study intersections. 

Table 4.11-11 
DeWitt Nelson Project – Mitigated Condition LOS Summary 

# Intersection Peak 

Existing  
Condition 

Existing + CHCF + 
DeWitt Construction  

Mitigated CHCFd + 
DeWitt Construction  

Significant  
Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

8. 
Austin Road & 
Arch Road 

A.M. 7.9 A 21.2 C 6.2 A -15.0 No 

Midday 7.9 A 7.9 A 11.4 B 3.5 No 

P.M. 7.8 A 76.1 F 12.5 B -63.6 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 
d This scenario assumes implementation of the CHCF project plus approved mitigation described in the certified EIR. 

Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 

 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-1a would return the LOS of the intersections of Newcastle 
& Arch Road and Austin Road & Arch Road to acceptable levels. While feasible mitigation is available, the City 
and the County are the agencies that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this 
mitigation would be implemented prior to operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the 
project’s impact, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be potentially significant and unavoidable in 
the event the mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the project.  

NCRF Only 

Construction related traffic for the NCRF project would result in significant impacts at the intersection of 
Newcastle Road & Arch Road during the A.M. peak hour. During the peak construction period, the addition of 
construction vehicle traffic would cause the intersection of Newcastle Road & Arch Road to deteriorate from LOS 
B to LOS E during the A.M. peak hour. 

Implementation of the NCRF project would result in the deterioration of one intersection to an unacceptable level of service 
during construction. Therefore, this would be a significant impact. (Impact 4.11-1b) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-1b 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations. The project 
would contribute approximately 4% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. peak hour. 

► Implement Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.11-1a for the intersection of Newcastle Road and Arch 
Road. 
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Table 4.11-12 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would operate at LOS B 
during the A.M. peak hour. Thus, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level based on adopted 
significance criteria. Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the analysis results including the project’s 
relative contribution to the study intersections. 

Table 4.11-12 
NCRF Project – Mitigated Condition LOS Summary 

# Intersection Peak 

Existing Condition 
Existing + CHCF + 

NCRF Construction  
Mitigated CHCFd + 

NCRF Construction  Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in 
delay 

Yes/No? 

4. 
Newcastle Road & 
Arch Road 

A.M. 15.3 B 62.7 E 14.5 B -48.2 No 

Midday 19.5 B 19.5 B na na na No 

P.M. 15.6 B 17.6 B na na na No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 
d This scenario assumes implementation of the CHCF project plus approved mitigation described in the certified EIR. 

Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 

 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-1a would return the LOS of the intersection of Newcastle 
& Arch Road to acceptable levels. While feasible mitigation is available, the City is the agency that can and 
should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this mitigation would be implemented prior to 
operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact, for purposes of CEQA, this 
impact is concluded to be potentially significant and unavoidable in the event the mitigation is not implemented 
prior to operation of the project. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Construction related traffic for the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would result in impacts at the intersections 
of Newcastle Road & Arch Road during the A.M. peak hour and at Austin Road & Arch Road during the P.M. 
peak hour. During the peak construction period, the addition of construction vehicle traffic would cause the 
intersection of Newcastle Road & Arch Road to deteriorate from LOS B to LOS F during the A.M. peak hour. 
Similarly, the intersection of Austin Road & Arch Road would deteriorate from LOS A to LOS F during the P.M. 
peak hour. 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would result in the deterioration of two intersections to unacceptable 
levels of service during construction. Therefore, this would be a significant impact. (Impact 4.11-1b) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-1c 

Newcastle Road & Arch Road 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations. The project 
would contribute approximately 23% of the traffic (to this intersection during the A.M. peak hour.  
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► Implement Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.11-1a for the intersection of Newcastle Road and Arch 
Road. 

Table 4.11-13 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would operate at LOS B 
during the A.M. peak hour. Thus, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level based on adopted 
significance criteria. Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the analysis results including the project’s 
relative contribution to the study intersections. 

Table 4.11-13 
NCRF & DeWitt Nelson project – Mitigated Condition LOS Summary 

# Intersection Peak 
Existing Condition 

Existing + CHCF + 
NCRF/DeWitt 
Construction  

Mitigated CHCFd + 
NCRF/DeWitt 
Construction  

Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

4. 
Newcastle Road 
& Arch Road 

A.M. 15.3 B 153.9 F 18.8 B -135.1 No 

Midday 19.5 B 19.5 B na na na No 

P.M. 15.6 B 33.9 C na na na No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 
a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 
b LOS: Level of Service 
c Signalized Intersection 
d This scenario assumes implementation of the CHCF project plus approved mitigation described in the certified EIR. 

Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 

 

Austin Road & Arch Road  

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations. The project 
would contribute approximately 27 % of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. peak hour, and 
approximately 26% of the P.M. peak hour traffic. 

► Implement Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.11-1a for the intersection of Austin Road and Arch 
Road. 

Table 4.11-14 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would operate at LOS C 
during the A.M. peak hour, LOS B during the Midday and P.M. peak hour. Thus, the impact would be reduced to 
a less-than-significant level based on adopted significance criteria. Appendix E includes a comparison summary 
of the analysis results including the project’s relative contribution to the study intersections. 
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Table 4.11-14 
NCRF & DeWitt Nelson Projects – Mitigated Condition LOS Summary 

# Intersection Peak 

Existing  
Condition 

Existing + CHCF + 
NCRF/DeWitt 
Construction  

Mitigated CHCFd + 
NCRF/DeWitt 
Construction  

Significant  
Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

8. 
Austin Road & 
Arch Road 

A.M. 7.9 A 21.5 C 6.3 A -15.2 No 

Midday 7.9 A 7.9 A 11.4 B 3.5 No 

P.M. 7.8 A 76.7 F 12.7 B -64.0 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 
a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 
b LOS: Level of Service 
c Signalized Intersection 
d This scenario assumes implementation of the CHCF project plus approved mitigation described in the certified EIR. 

Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 

 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-1a would return the LOS of the intersections of Newcastle 
& Arch Road and Austin Road & Arch Road to acceptable levels. While feasible mitigation is available, the City 
and the County are the agencies that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this 
mitigation would be implemented prior to operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the 
project’s impact, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be potentially significant and unavoidable in 
the event the mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the project. 

Background Condition 

The background condition includes the traffic expected to be generated by approved and planned projects prior to 
completion of the proposed projects, (see section 4.11.3, “Impacts and Mitigation,” for detailed project list). For 
the purpose of this analysis, trips generated from the following projects were added to the study area: 

► Airpark 599 
► Arch Road Industrial Park (Phase 1) 
► California Health Care Facility (CHCF) 
► Forward Inc. Landfill Expansion 
► Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan Project (Phase I) 
► Tidewater Crossing  

The portion of these trips that would travel through the study area were added to the local street network and used 
for the intersection LOS analysis under the background condition. Exhibit 4.11-4 illustrates the location of 
approved projects. A list of 8 projects shown on Exhibit 4.11-4 are located within the vicinity of the NCRF and 
DeWitt Nelson project sites is provided in Table 4.11-15. 
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Source: DKS 2010 

 
Location of Approved/Planned Projects Exhibit 4.11-4 
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Table 4.11-15 
List of Projects in the Vicinity 

1. Arch Road Industrial Park -133 acres 
-19 buildable lots. 
-3.5 million s.f. of Industrial (maximum floor area permitted) 

2. CHCF Stockton -144 acres; 
-1,734-bed approved prison medical and mental health care facility 
-over 1.1 million s.f. 
-up to 3,000 employees. 

3. Airpark 599 -550 acres 
-over 5 million square feet of primarily office/light 
industrial/warehouse uses 

4. Forward Landfill Expansion 
(currently on hold) 

-184-acre expansion of landfill (from 567 to 751 acres) 
-increase in the permitted number of daily vehicles (620 to 960 
vehicles). 

5. Mariposa Lakes Project -1,510 acres 
-10,514 residential units 
-12 million s.f. of Industrial 
-1 million s.f. of commercial 
-one high school 
-six elementary schools 

6. Tidewater Crossing -909 acres 
-2,663 residential units 
-5.29 million s.f. of industrial 
-186,200 s.f. of commercial 
-up to two elementary schools 

7.* Opus Logistics Center -439 acres 
-9.56 million s.f. of industrial 

8.* CCC Delta Service Center -20 acres 
-52,000 s.f. 

Note: * The Opus Logistics Center and the CCC Delta Service Center are not listed among the approved projects in Section 4.11 

“Transportation” because the Opus Logistics project is already built into the traffic model in the 2035 Cumulative No Project Condition, and 

the CCC Delta Service Center is built-in the model, as well, encompassed within the TAZ where it is located. 

 

Roadway improvements that are associated with approved developments were also assumed to be completed in 
the near-term. Per conversations with City staff (McDowell, pers. comm., 2009), the following roadway 
improvements were assumed to be implemented prior to the completion date of the proposed projects, and thus 
were included in the background analysis: 

► Arch Road – Sperry Road Extension Specific Plan  

• Widening of Arch Road to four-lanes (2-lanes in each direction) including a 22 foot median. 

► Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road Intersection Improvements 

• Additional eastbound though-lane 

► Newcastle Road and Arch Road Intersection Improvements 

• Additional eastbound through-lane and 
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• Additional westbound through-lane 

► Logistics Drive and Arch Road Intersection Improvements  

• Widening of the westbound approach to include one left shared through-lane. 

• Widening of the eastbound approach to include one through shared right-turn lane. 

• Addition of a south leg (northbound approach) to facilitate access to the Arch Industrial Project. The 
northbound geometry will be a shared left-thru-right turn lane. This improvement is planned as part of the 
Arch Road Industrial Park (Phase I) Project.  

► Austin Road and Arch Road Intersection Improvements (per the Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan – Phase 1) 

• Widening of the southbound approach to include one left shared through-lane and one right-turn lane.  
• Widening of the eastbound approach to include dual left-turn lanes, one through lane shared right-turn lane. 
• Converting the westbound approach to include one left-turn lane and one through shared right-turn lane. 

In addition, roadway improvements associated with the approved CDCR CHCF project were also assumed and 
included in the analysis, as follows:  

► Arch Road and Austin Road Intersection Improvements 

• Traffic signal installation with protected phasing for the eastbound approach. 

► Austin Road Access Road 

• Widening of Austin Road at project driveway to provide for a dedicated left-turn lane in the northbound 
direction. 

• Traffic signal installation at the CHCF/DeWitt Nelson entrance. 

► SR 99 NB off-ramp & Arch Road  

• Traffic signal installation for the NB off-ramp including an additional 300 feet of storage capacity for the 
northbound off-ramp, overlap phasing with existing SR 99/Arch Road traffic signal, and optimized green 
times. 

Note that signalization of the SR 99 Northbound off-ramp at Arch Road (Study Intersection #2) would result in the 
northbound right-turn lane operating as an overlap phase of the existing SR 99 Northbound off-ramp and Arch Road 
traffic signal. This lane would provide a right-turn arrow only when traffic is present on the northbound off-ram. 
Thus, the operation of this intersection was evaluated in conjunction with the SR-99 Southbound off-ramp & Arch 
Road (#1) intersection. That is, there is one single point urban interchange (SPUI) traffic signal that controls the 
operation of both the southbound and northbound off-ramps as well as through traffic on Arch road under SR 99).  

Exhibit 4.11-5 illustrates the background condition traffic volumes at each study intersection. 

Background Intersection Level of Service 

The study intersections and their corresponding background levels of service are presented in Table 4.11-16. 
Appendix E includes the detailed calculation level of service analysis sheets including the weekday A.M., Midday 
and P.M. peak hours.  
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Source: DKS 2010 

 
Background Condition Peak-Hour Intersection Traffic Volumes Exhibit 4.11-5 
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Table 4.11-16 
Background Intersection Peak Hour LOS 

# Intersection 
A.M. Midday P.M. 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 

1/2. SR 99 SPUI & Arch Roadc 147.9 F 113.0 F 116.9 F 

3. Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Roadc 78.1 E 107.5 F 116.8 F 

4. Newcastle Road & Arch Roadc 20.9 C 24.5 C 28.5 C 

5. Logistics Drive & Arch Roadc 11.4 B 30.7 C 19.9 B 

6. NCRF West Driveway & Arch Roadd 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 

7. NCRF East Driveway & Arch Roadd 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 

8. Austin Road & Arch Roadc 869.1 F 111.3 F 111.3 F 

9. Austin Road & Project Access Driveway (CHCF & 
DeWitt Nelson) d 

3.7 A 8.4 A 8.3 A 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 
a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 
b LOS: Level of Service 
c Signalized Intersection 
d Unsignalized Intersection: For two-way stop controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the worst approach. For all-way stop 
controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the average delay.  
Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 

 

Under background conditions, the following intersections would operate at unacceptable LOS.  

1/2. SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road – The SPUI would operate at LOS F during the A.M., Midday and  P.M. peak 
hours.  

4. Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road – This intersection would deteriorate from LOS B to 
LOS E during the A.M. peak and from LOS C to LOS F during the Midday peak and P.M. peak hours. 

8. Austin Road & Arch Road – This intersection would deteriorate from LOS A to LOS F during the A.M., 
Midday and P.M. Peak hours. 

Background Roadway Segment Level of Service 

The project area roadway segment and its corresponding background levels of service are presented in Table 4.11-
17. Similar to the existing (Table 4.11-6) condition, the roadway would operate at an acceptable level of service 
during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours.  

Table 4.11-17 
Background Roadway Segment Peak Hour LOS 

# Roadway Segment 
A.M. Midday P.M. 

EB WB EB WB EB WB 

1. 
Arch Road (East of 
Newcastle Road and west of 
NCRF West Driveway) 

Peak Hour Volumea 2,209 1,677 1,854 2,324 1,902 2,325 

Avg. Travel Speed (mph)b 18 19 18 19 18 19 

LOSc D D D D D D 

Notes: EB: Eastbound, WB: Westbound 
a Peak Hour Volume: Assumed for both directions (eastbound and westbound) 
b Average Travel Speed: Based on miles per hour  
c LOS: Level of Service. Based on average through-vehicle travel speed.  
Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 
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Project Condition  

The amount of traffic associated with a project is estimated using a three-step process: (1) trip generation, (2) trip 
distribution, and (3) trip assignment. Trip generation is the process of predicting the number of peak hour trips a 
proposed development would contribute to the roadways, and whether these trips would be entering or exiting the 
site. The trip generation estimates for the projects were conservatively derived based on the overlapping shifts for 
custody and administrative staff and observations of operational characteristics of other correctional institutions. 
As shown in Table 4.11-17, 25, and 33 below, the projects would generate two trips per employee (one arriving, 
one departing) plus estimated delivery and visitor trips. To be conservative, no carpooling by employees was 
assumed; although some may occur, which would reduce overall trip generation. The NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 
projects are prison facilities, not a typical office, commercial, or medical facility where customers and employees 
frequently come and go. Entering and exiting any CDCR facility requires security checks, which are time 
consuming. So, once a person arrives for work, they rarely leave before their shift is over; there simply is not 
enough time to go through security screening and leave/return to the site during shift breaks. Each correctional 
facility provides onsite food service and other necessary staff conveniences. This is easily observed in locations 
where CDCR has constructed prisons outside of towns and cities; there is virtually no traffic on the roads that 
serve the prisons except during shift changes and visiting hours. CDCR operates over 30 prisons, and the trip rate 
used to prepare EIRs is based on data and observations of how CDCR prisons operate–real-world examples.  

After the number of trips is determined, the distribution process projects the direction these trips use to approach 
and depart the site, from a regional perspective. Trip assignment involves determining which specific roadways a 
vehicle would use to travel between its origin and destination. 

The following roadway improvements were assumed to be implemented prior to the completion date of the 
proposed projects, and thus were included in the analysis: 

► NCRF West Driveway and Arch Road Intersection Improvement.  
• Traffic signal installation with full access to/from the project. 

► NCRF East Driveway and Arch Road Intersection Improvement. 
• Right-in and Right-out access only. 

Impact 4.11-2: Impacts to Study Area Intersections and Roadway Segment 

NCRF Only 

The trip generation for the NCRF project was based on the following assumptions: 

► Total daily staff added by the proposed NCRF project (by shift); 
► Daily service vehicle and delivery vehicle trips;  
► Daily visitor vehicle trips.  

Visitation hours would be permitted 7-days a week between 8:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. Visitation on weekdays 
would be by appointment only with an estimated 50 visitors per day. 

Table 4.11-18 summarizes the breakdown of staff by shift and the estimated trip generation based on staff in and 
out of the project during the studied peak hour periods. The estimated trips listed in Table 4.11-18 account for 
additional trips that would occur due to visitors, employees, deliveries etc. during the peak periods.  
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Table 4.11-18 
Estimated NCRF Project Trip Generation 

Trip Type 
Number of 

Staff/Visitors/ 
Deliveries 

Daily 
Trips 

A.M. Peak 
(7:00-9:00 A.M.) 

Midday Peak  
(2:00-4:00 P.M.) 

P.M. Peak 
(4:00-6:00 P.M.) 

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 

Employee Trips            

1st Watch1 
(10:00 P.M. – 6:00 A.M.) 

38 76  19 19       

2nd Watch1 
(6:00 A.M. – 2:00 P.M.) 

106 212     106 106    

3rd Watch1 
(2:00 P.M. – 10:00 P.M.) 

68 136    68  68    

Administrative 
(8:00 A.M. – 5:00 P.M.) 

171 342 171  90     171 171 

Employee Trip Total 383 766 171 19 190 68 106 174  171 171 

Visitor Trips3 (peak weekday) 50 100 13  13 6 7 13  13 13 

Delivery and Service Vehicles4 5 10 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 

Project Totals 438 876 185 20 205 75 114 189 1 185 186 

Notes:  
1. Daily staff trips are based on a total of 381 staff distributed over three shifts (watch) times. A portion of the 1st watch staff (10 p.m. to 6:00 

a.m.) would be outbound trips during the A.M. peak hour. 
2. Administrative staff trips are based on email correspondence sent from Mike Parker, Ascent Environmental, July 1, 2010. 
3. Per the NOP, the average number of daily visitors is estimated to be approximately 50. Visiting times are 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. It is 

assumed ¼ of the visitor trips occur during each peak hour.  
4. Delivery and Service vehicle trips (5 deliveries per day) with at least one delivery during each peak hour. All other deliveries would occur 

throughout the day.  

Source: California Department of Corrections (CDCR).  

 

Trip Distribution 

The direction of approach and departure for project trips of the proposed project were estimated based on travel 
patterns from the certified CHCF (2009) EIR analysis, which is located south of the NCRF site via Austin Road. 
DKS reviewed traffic volumes, turning movements at the intersections and locations of various land uses as part 
of this analysis. Trip distribution patterns were reviewed and approved by City of Stockton and San Joaquin 
County staff.  

Trip Assignment 

Project-generated trips were assigned to the roadway network based on access points, trip distribution 
assumptions and likely travel patterns.  

Exhibits 4.11-6 and 4.11-7 illustrates the project trip distribution and trip assignment. 
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Source: DKS 2010 

 
NCRF Project Trip Distribution and Trip Assignment Exhibit 4.11-6 
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Source: DKS 2010 

 
NCRF Project Peak Hour Intersection Traffic Volumes Exhibit 4.11-7 
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NCRF Study Intersection Level of Service 

The intersections and their corresponding levels of service are presented in Table 4.7-19. Appendix E includes the 
detailed calculation level of service analysis sheets including the weekday A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours.  

Table 4.11-19 
NCRF Project Intersection Peak Hour LOS Summary 

# Intersection 
A.M. Midday P.M. 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 

1/2. SR 99 SPUI & Arch Roadc 163.7 F 121.1 F 121.9 F 

3. 
Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & 
Arch Roadc 

92.4 F 120.9 F 137.8 F 

4. Newcastle Road & Arch Roadc 31.3 C 28.7 C 36.0 D 

5. Logistics Drive & Arch Roadc 15.4 B 40.1 D 31.3 C 

6. NCRF West Driveway & Arch Roadd 7.2 A 8.8 A 12.3 B 

7. NCRF East Driveway & Arch Roadd 0.0 A 16.9 C 17.7 C 

8. Austin Road & Arch Roadc 873.4 F 115.0 F 112.9 F 

9. 
Austin Road & Project Access Driveway 
(CHCF & DeWitt Nelson) C 

3.7 A 8.5 A 8.5 A 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

d Unsignalized Intersection: For two-way stop controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the worst approach. For all-way stop 

controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the average delay.  

Source: DKS Associates 2010. 

 

Table 4.11-20 provides a level of service comparison to determine NCRF project impacts, if any.  

Table 4.11-20 
NCRF Project Intersection Peak Hour LOS Impact Comparison 

# Intersection Peak 
Existing Background 

Condition 
Project Condition Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

1/2 
SR 99 SPUI & Arch 
Roadc 

A.M. na na 147.9 F 163.7 F 15.8 Yes 

Midday na na 113.0 F 121.1 F 8.1 Yes 

P.M. na na 116.9 F 121.9 F 5.0 Yes 

3. 
Kingsley Road – SR 99 
Frontage Road & Arch 
Roadc 

A.M. 19.1 B 78.1 E 92.4 F 14.3 Yes 

Midday 20.7 C 107.5 F 120.9 F 13.4 Yes 

P.M. 20.6 C 116.8 F 137.8 F 21.0 Yes 
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Table 4.11-20 
NCRF Project Intersection Peak Hour LOS Impact Comparison 

# Intersection Peak 
Existing Background 

Condition 
Project Condition Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

4. 
Newcastle Road & Arch 
Roadc 

A.M. 15.3 B 20.9 C 31.3 C 10.4 No 

Midday 19.5 B 24.5 C 28.7 C 4.2 No 

P.M. 15.6 B 28.5 C 36.0 D 7.5 No 

5. 
Logistics Drive & Arch 
Roadc 

A.M. 8.8 A 11.4 B 15.4 B 4.0 No 

Midday 2.0 A 30.7 C 40.1 D 9.4 No 

P.M. 0.0 A 19.9 B 31.3 C 11.4 No 

6. 
NCRF West Driveway & 
Arch Roadc 

A.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 7.2 A 7.2 No 

Midday 0.0 A 0.0 A 8.8 A 8.8 No 

P.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 12.3 B 12.3 No 

7. 
NCRF East Driveway & 
Arch Roadd 

A.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 No 

Midday 0.0 A 0.0 A 16.9 C 16.9 No 

P.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 17.7 C 17.7 No 

8. 
Austin Road & Arch 
Roadc 

A.M. 7.9 A 869.1 F 873.4 F 4.3 Yes 

Midday 7.9 A 111.3 F 115.0 F 3.7 Yes 

P.M. 7.8 A 111.3 F 112.9 F 1.6 Yes 

9. 
Austin Road & Project 
Accessc (CHCF & 
DeWitt Nelson) 

A.M. na na 3.7 A 3.7 A 0.0 No 

Midday na na 8.4 A 8.5 A 0.1 No 

P.M. na na 8.3 A 8.5 A 0.2 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. na: not applicable. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

d Unsignalized Intersection For two-way stop controlled intersections; the LOS rating is based on the worst approach. For all-way stop 

controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the average delay.  

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

 

The addition of project-related trips would contribute to an already deficient level of service at the SR 99 SPUI 
and Arch Road (#1/2). This intersection would continue to operate at LOS F, during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. 
peak hour. This intersection is under Caltrans jurisdiction and even though the facility is deficient under the 
background condition (LOS F), the project would result in a significant impact at this location because it would 
result in an increase in delay by five or more seconds based on City of Stockton criteria. 

The addition of project-related trips would contribute to an already deficient level of service at the intersection of 
Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road (#3). This intersection would deteriorate from LOS E to 
LOS F during the A.M. peak hour and it would continue to operate at LOS F during the Midday, and P.M. peak 
hours and would increase delay by more than five seconds. Thus, the project would result in a significant impact 
at this location.  
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The intersection of Austin Road and Arch Road would continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M., Midday, 
and P.M. peak hour. The addition of project-related trips would contribute to an already deficient LOS at this 
intersection. Operations would exceed San Joaquin County significance criteria, which require that delay not 
increase above background conditions, and the project would result in a significant impact at this location. 

All other study intersections would operate acceptably or would not exceed adopted significance thresholds of 
applicable agencies; therefore, no significant impacts would occur at these intersections. 

NCRF Roadway Level of Service 

The roadway segment and its corresponding level of service are presented in Table 4.11-21. Table 4.11-22 
provides a level of service comparison to determine NCRF project impacts, if any. Based on the roadway segment 
analysis results, the roadway would operate at an acceptable level of service. Note, based on input from the City, 
the widening of Arch Road from two-to-four lanes is assumed under this analysis.  

Table 4.11-21 
NCRF Project Roadway Segment Peak Hour LOS Summary 

# Roadway Segment 
A.M. Midday P.M. 

EB WB EB WB EB WB 

1. 
Arch Road 
(East of Newcastle Road and 
west of NCRF West Drive) 

Peak Hour Volumea 2,374 1,695 1,920 2,424 1,903 2,490 

Avg. Travel Speed (mph)b 18 19 18 19 18 19 

LOSc D D D D D D 

Notes:  

a Assumed for both directions (eastbound and westbound) 

b Based on miles per hour  

c LOS: Level of Service. Based on average through-vehicle travel speed. 

Source: DKS Associates 2010. 

 

Table 4.11-22 
NCRF Project Roadway Segment Peak Hour LOS Impact Comparison 

# Roadway Segment 
Existing Background Condition Project Condition Significant 

Impact 

A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. Yes/No? 

1. 

Arch Road 
(East of 
Newcastle 
Road and 
west of 
NCRF West 
Driveway 

Peak Hour 
Volumea 

EB 76 91 119 2,209 1,854 1,902 2,374 1,920 1,903 No 

WB 83 92 68 1,677 2,324 2,325 1,695 2,424 2,490 No 

Avg. Travel 
Speedb 

EB 36 19 36 18 18 18 18 18 18 No 

WB 36 19 36 19 19 19 19 19 19 No 

LOSc 
EB A D A D D D D D D No 

WB A D A D D D D D D No 

Notes:  

a Assumed for both directions (eastbound and westbound) 

b Based on miles per hour  

c LOS: Level of Service. Based on average through-vehicle travel speed. 

Source: DKS Associates 2010. 
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Implementation of the NCRF project would result in the acceptable operation of the study area roadway segment; however, it 
would result in the deterioration of three study intersections to unacceptable operating conditions based on adopted 
thresholds of local agencies. Therefore, this would be a significant impact. (Impact 4.11-2a) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-2a 

1. SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road  

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations and achieve a 
difference in average delay of less than 5 seconds or LOS D or better during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. 
peak hours. The project would contribute 2.14% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. peak 
hour, 1.93% during the Midday peak hour, and 1.87 % during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will contribute 
appropriate fees based on trip ends generated by the project to the City of Stockton to help fund 
implementation of this improvement. This improvement is not currently in the City’s traffic impact fee 
program. 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the splits and cycle length to 150 seconds during the A.M. 
peak hour. 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the splits and cycle length to 100 seconds and coordinate the 
traffic signal with the intersection of Kingsley Road - SR 99 Frontage Road and Arch Road during the 
Midday peak hour. 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the splits and cycle length to 135 seconds and coordinate the 
traffic signal with the intersection of Kingsley Road - SR 99 Frontage Road and Arch Road during the 
P.M. peak hour. 

Table 4.11-23 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would continue to operate at 
LOS F during the A.M., Midday and P.M. peak hours but delay would not increase by more than five seconds 
and, therefore, would not exceed adopted significance criteria. Thus, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level based on adopted significance criteria. Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the 
analysis results including the project’s relative contribution to the study intersections. 

Table 4.11-23 
NCRF project – Mitigated Condition LOS Summary 

# Intersection Peak 

Background 
Condition 

Project Condition 
Mitigated Project 

Condition 
Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

1/2
. 

SR 99 SPUI & 
Arch Road 

A.M. 147.9 F 163.7 F 152.6 F 4.7 No 

Midday 113.0 F 121.1 F 113.1 F 0.1 No 

P.M. 116.9 F 121.9 F 117.5 F 0.6 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 
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2. Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations and achieve a 
difference in average delay of less than five seconds or LOS D or better during the A.M., Midday, and 
P.M. peak hours. The project would contribute 3.29% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. 
peak hour, 2.84% during the Midday peak hour, and 2.77% during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will 
contribute appropriate fees based on trip ends generated by the project to the City of Stockton to help fund 
implementation of this improvement. This improvement is not in the City’s traffic impact fee program.  

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the splits and cycle length to 150 seconds during the A.M. 
peak hour. 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the splits and cycle length to 100 seconds and coordinate the 
traffic signal with the SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road intersection, during the Midday peak hour. 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the splits and cycle length to 135 seconds and coordinate the 
traffic signal with the SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road intersection, during the P.M. peak hour. 

Table 4.11-24 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would operate at LOS D 
during the A.M. peak hour and it would continue to operate at LOS F during the Midday and P.M. peak hours but 
would not increase delay by more than five seconds. Thus, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level based on adopted significance criteria. Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the analysis results 
including the project’s relative contribution to the study intersections. 

Table 4.11-24 
NCRF Project – Mitigated Condition LOS Summary 

# Intersection Peak 

Background 
Condition 

Project Condition 
Mitigated Project 

Condition 
Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

3. 
Kingsley Road – 
SR 99 Frontage 
Road & Arch Road 

A.M. 78.1 E 92.4 F 54.9 D -23.2 No 

Midday 107.5 F 120.9 F 104.1 F -3.4 No 

P.M. 116.8 F 137.8 F 115.7 F -1.1 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

 

3. Austin Road & Arch Road  

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations and achieve a 
difference in average delay of less than the background conditions or LOS D or better during the A.M., 
Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The project would contribute 0.31% of the traffic to this intersection 
during the A.M. peak hour, 0.57% during the Midday peak hour, and 0.57% during the P.M. peak hour. 
CDCR will contribute appropriate fees based on trip ends generated by the project to the County of San 
Joaquin to help fund implementation of this improvement. This improvement is not in the County’s traffic 
impact fee program. 
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► Adjust the traffic signal timing to provide the southbound right-turn lane with overlap phasing (allow 
right-turns to turn when opposing left turns turn). 

► Adjust the traffic signal timing to optimize splits (balance of green and red time for each approach). 

Table 4.11-25 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would continue to operate at 
LOS F during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours but would not increase delay above background conditions. 
Thus, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Appendix E includes a comparison summary 
of the significance thresholds criteria including the project’s relative contribution to the study intersections. 

Table 4.11-25 
NCRF Project – Mitigated Condition LOS Impact Comparison 

# Intersection Peak 

Background 
Condition 

Project Condition 
Mitigated Project 

Condition 
Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

8. 
Austin Road & 
Arch Road 

A.M. 869.1 F 873.4 F 481.2 F -387.9 No 

Midday 111.3 F 115.0 F 92.5 F -18.8 No 

P.M. 111.3 F 112.9 F 89.9 F -21.4 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-2a (1) would reduce the project’s impacts to the 
intersection of SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road to a less-than-significant level. While feasible mitigation is available, 
Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this mitigation 
would be implemented prior to operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact, 
for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be potentially significant and unavoidable in the event the 
mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the project.  

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-2a (2) would reduce the project’s impact to the intersection 
of Kingsley Road (Frontage Road) and Arch Road to a less-than-significant level. While feasible mitigation is 
available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this 
mitigation would be implemented prior to operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the 
project’s impact, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be potentially significant and unavoidable in 
the event the mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the project.  

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-2c (3) would reduce the project’s impact to a less-than-
significant level. While feasible mitigation is available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this 
mitigation and it is unknown whether this mitigation would be implemented prior to operation of the project. 
While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be 
potentially significant and unavoidable in the event the mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the 
project.  
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DeWitt Nelson Only 

Trip Generation 

The trip generation for the DeWitt Nelson project was based on the total daily staff added by the proposed DeWitt 
Nelson project (by shift). Deliveries for this facility would be coordinated with the NCRF facility. Visitation 
hours would only be allowed on weekends, Saturday and Sundays from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. with an estimated 
150 visitors per day. 

Table 4.11-26 summarizes estimated trip generation during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak periods. 

Table 4.11-26 
Estimated DeWitt Nelson Project Trip Generation 

Trip Type 
Number of 

Staff/Visitors/ 
Deliveries 

Daily 
Trips 

A.M. Peak 
(7:00-9:00 A.M.) 

Midday Peak  
(2:00-4:00 P.M.) 

P.M. Peak 
(4:00-6:00 P.M.) 

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 

Employee Trips            

1st Watch1 
(10:00 P.M. – 6:00 A.M.) 

40 80  20 227       

2nd Watch1 
(6:00 A.M. – 2:00 P.M.) 

95 190     95 95    

3rd Watch1 
(2:00 P.M. – 10:00 P.M.) 

106 212    106  106    

Administrative2 
(8:00 A.M. – 5:00 P.M.) 

207 414 207  207     207 207 

Employee Trip Total3 448 896 207 20 227 106 95 201 - 207 207 

Notes:  
1. Daily staff trips are based on a total of 453 staff distributed over three shifts (watch) times. A portion of the 1st watch staff (10 p.m. to 6:00 

a.m.) would be outbound trips during the A.M. peak hour. 
2. Administrative staff trips are based on email correspondence sent from Mike Parker, Ascent Environmental, July 1, 2010. 
3. Visiting hours will be allowed on Saturdays and Sundays from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. with an estimated 150 visitors per day; thus, no 

weekday visitor trips are assumed. Delivery truck trips are assumed to be shared with the CHCF facility. 

Source: California Department of Corrections (CDCR)

 

Trip Distribution  

The direction of approach and departure for project trips were estimated based on travel patterns from the 
approved CHCF (2009) EIR analysis, which is located north of the DeWitt Nelson site via Austin Road. DKS 
reviewed traffic volumes, turning movements at the intersections, and locations of various land uses as part of this 
analysis. Trip distribution patterns were reviewed and approved by City of Stockton and San Joaquin County 
staff. Exhibit 4.11-8 illustrates the project trip distribution and trip assignment. 

Trip Assignment 

Project-generated trips were assigned to the roadway network based on access points, trip distribution 
assumptions, and likely travel patterns.  
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Source: DKS 2010 

 
DeWitt Nelson Project Trip Distribution and Trip Assignment Exhibit 4.11-8 
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DeWitt Nelson Intersection Level of Service 

The intersections and their corresponding project levels of service are presented in Table 4.11-27. Exhibit 4.11-9 
presents the DeWitt Nelson Peak Hour intersection volumes. Appendix E includes the detailed calculation level of 
service analysis sheets including the weekday A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours.  

Table 4.11-27 
Dewitt Nelson Project Intersection Peak Hour LOS Summary 

# Intersection 
A.M. Midday P.M. 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 

1/2. SR 99 SPUI & Arch Roadc 166.1 F 123.2 F 122.6 F 

3. 
Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road 
& Arch Roadc 

94.1 F 119.5 F 140.5 F 

4. Newcastle Road & Arch Roadc 32.9 C 27.9 C 37.2 D 

5. Logistics Drive & Arch Roadc 16.2 B 38.7 D 33.0 C 

6. NCRF West Driveway & Arch Roadc 7.3 A 7.7 A 10.3 B 

7. NCRF East Driveway & Arch Roadd 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 

8. Austin Road & Arch Roadc 862.1 F 131.0 F 157.8 F 

9. 
Austin Road & Project Access 
Drivewayc (CHCF & DeWitt Nelson) 

4.3 A 10.7 B 11.0 B 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

d Unsignalized Intersection: For two-way stop controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the worst approach. For all-way stop 

controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the average delay.  

Source: DKS Associates 2010 
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Source: DKS 2010 

 
DeWitt Nelson Project Peak Hour Intersection Traffic Volumes Exhibit 4.11-9 
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Table 4.11-28 provides a level of service comparison to determine significance criteria and project impacts, if 
any.  

Table 4.11-28 
Dewitt Nelson Project Intersection Peak Hour LOS Impact Comparison 

# Intersection Peak 
Existing 

Background 
Condition 

Project Condition Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

1/2 
SR 99 SPUI & Arch 
Roadc 

A.M. na na 147.9 F 166.1 F 18.2 Yes 

Midday na na 113.0 F 123.2 F 10.2 Yes 

P.M. na na 116.9 F 122.6 F 5.7 Yes 

3. 
Kingsley Road – SR 
99 Frontage Road & 
Arch Roadc 

A.M. 19.1 B 78.1 E 94.1 F 16.0 Yes 

Midday 20.7 C 107.5 F 119.5 F 12.0 Yes 

P.M. 20.6 C 116.8 F 140.5 F 23.7 Yes 

4. 
Newcastle Road & 
Arch Roadc 

A.M. 15.3 B 20.9 C 32.9 C 12.0 No 

Midday 19.5 B 24.5 C 27.9 C 3.4 No 

P.M. 15.6 B 28.5 C 37.2 D 8.7 No 

5. 
Logistics Drive & 
Arch Roadc 

A.M. 8.8 A 11.4 B 16.2 B 4.8 No 

Midday 2.0 A 30.7 C 38.7 D 8.0 No 

P.M. 0.0 A 19.9 B 33.0 C 13.1 No 

6. 
NCRF West 
Driveway & Arch 
Roadd 

A.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 7.3 A 7.3 No 

Midday 0.0 A 0.0 A 7.7 A 7.7 No 

P.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 10.3 B 10.3 No 

7. 
NCRF East 
Driveway & Arch 
Roadc 

A.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 No 

Midday 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 No 

P.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 No 

8. 
Austin Road & Arch 
Roadc 

A.M. 7.9 A 869.1 F 862.1 F -7.0 No 

Midday 7.9 A 111.3 F 131.0 F 19.7 Yes 

P.M. 7.8 A 111.3 F 157.8 F 46.5 Yes 

9. 

Austin Road & 
Project Access 
Drivewayc (CHCF 
& DeWitt Nelson) 

A.M. na na 3.7 A 4.3 A 0.6 No 

Midday na na 8.4 A 10.7 B 2.3 No 

P.M. na na 8.3 A 11.0 B 2.7 No 

Notes: na: not applicable. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

d Unsignalized Intersection For two-way stop controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the worst approach. For all-way stop 

controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the average delay.  

Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 
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The addition of project-related trips would contribute to an already deficient level of service at the SR 99 SPUI 
and Arch Road (#1/2). This intersection would continue to operate at LOS F, during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. 
peak hour and would increase delay by more than five seconds. Thus, this would be a significant impact based on 
City of Stockton significance criteria for a state facility. 

The addition of project-related trips would contribute to an already deficient level of service at the intersection of 
Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road (#3). This intersection would deteriorate from LOS E in the 
background condition to LOS F during the A.M. peak hour. The intersection would also continue to operate at 
LOS F during the Midday and P.M. peak hours and would increase delay by more than five seconds. Thus, this 
would be a significant impact based on City of Stockton significance criteria for a state facility (Note: Caltrans 
does not have a significance threshold). 

The intersection of Austin Road & Arch Road would continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M., Midday, and 
P.M. peak hour. The addition of project-related trips would contribute to an already deficient level of service at 
this intersection and would increase delay above background conditions. Thus, this would be a significant impact 
based on San Joaquin County significance criteria. 

All other intersections would operate acceptably or would not exceed adopted significance thresholds of 
applicable agencies; therefore, no significant impacts would occur at these intersections. 

DeWitt Nelson Roadway Level of Service 

The roadway segment and its corresponding project levels of service are presented in Table 4.11-29.  

Table 4.11-29 
Dewitt Nelson Project Roadway Segment Peak Hour LOS Summary 

# Roadway Segment 
A.M. Midday P.M. 

EB WB EB WB EB WB 

1. 

Arch Road 
(East of Newcastle Road 
and west of NCRF West 
Drive) 

Peak Hour Volumea 2,394 695 1,948 2,409 1,902 2,510 

Avg. Travel Speed (mph)b 18 19 18 19 18 19 

LOSc D D D D D D 

Notes:  

a Assumed for both directions (eastbound and westbound) 

b Based on miles per hour (mph) 

c LOS: Level of Service. Based on average through-vehicle travel speed. 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

 

Table 4.11-30 provides a level of service comparison to determine significance criteria and project impacts, if 
any. Based on the roadway segment analysis results, the roadway currently operates at an acceptable level of 
service. Note that the widening of Arch Road from 2-to-4 lanes is assumed under this analysis. 
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Table 4.11-30 
Dewitt Nelson Project Roadway Segment Peak Hour LOS Impact Comparison 

# Roadway Segment 
Existing Background Condition Project Condition 

Significant 
Impact 

A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. Yes/No? 

1. 

Arch Road 
(East of 
Newcastle 
Road and 
west of 
NCRF 
West 
Drive) 

Peak Hour 
Volumea 

EB 76 91 119 2,209 1,854 1,902 2,394 1,948 1,902 No 

WB 83 92 68 1,677 2,324 2,325 695 2,409 2,510 No 

Avg. Travel 
Speedb 

EB 36 19 36 18 18 18 18 18 18 No 

WB 36 19 36 19 19 19 19 19 19 No 

LOSc 
EB A D A D D D D D D No 

WB A D A D D D D D D No 

Notes:  

a Assumed for both directions (eastbound and westbound) 

b Based on miles per hour (mph) 

c LOS: Level of Service. Based on average through-vehicle travel speed. 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in the acceptable operation of the study area roadway segment; 
however, it would result in the deterioration of three study intersections to unacceptable operating conditions based on 
adopted thresholds of local agencies. Therefore, this would be a significant impact. (Impact 4.11-2b) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-2b 

1. SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road  

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations and achieve a 
difference in average delay of less than five seconds or LOS D or better during the A.M., Midday, and 
P.M. peak hours. The project would contribute 2.37% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. 
peak hour, 2.08% during the Midday peak hour and 2.10% during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will 
contribute appropriate fees based on trip ends generated by the project to the City of Stockton to help fund 
implementation of this improvement. This improvement is not in the City’s traffic impact fee program.  

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-2a (1).  

Table 4.11-31 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would continue to 
operate at LOS F during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours but would not increase delay by more 
than five seconds. Thus, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level based on adopted 
significance criteria. Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the analysis results including the 
project’s relative contribution to the study intersections. 
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Table 4.11-31 
Dewitt Nelson Project – Mitigated Condition LOS Summary 

# Intersection Peak 

Background 
Condition 

Project Condition 
Mitigated Project 

Condition 
Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

1/2
. 

SR 99 SPUI & 
Arch Road 

A.M. 147.9 F 166.1 F 150.9 F 3.0 No 

Midday 113.0 F 123.2 F 115.1 F 2.1 No 

P.M. 116.9 F 122.6 F 118.3 F 1.4 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 

 

2. Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations and achieve a 
difference in average delay of less than 5.0 seconds or LOS D or better during the A.M., Midday, and 
P.M. peak hours. The project would contribute 3.63% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. 
peak hour, 3.04% during the Midday peak hour and 3.08 % during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will 
contribute appropriate fees based on trip ends generated by the project to the City of Stockton to help fund 
implementation of this improvement. This improvement is not in the City’s traffic impact fee program. 

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-2a(2) 

Table 4.11-32 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would operate at LOS D 
during the A.M. peak hour and it would continue to operate at LOS F during the Midday and P.M. peak hours but 
would not increase delay by more than five seconds. Thus, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level based on adopted significance criteria. Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the analysis results 
including the project’s relative contribution to the study intersections. 

Table 4.11-32 
Dewitt Nelson Project – Mitigated Condition LOS Summary 

# Intersection Peak 

Background 
Condition Project Condition 

Mitigated Project 
Condition Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

3. 
Kingsley Road – SR 
99 Frontage Road & 

Arch Road 

A.M. 78.1 E 94.1 F 44.3 D -33.8 No 

Midday 107.5 F 119.5 F 103.4 F -4.1 No 

P.M. 116.8 F 140.5 F 118.1 F 1.3 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 
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3. Austin Road & Arch Road 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations and achieve a 
difference in average delay of less than the background condition or LOS D or better during the A.M., 
Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The project would contribute 2.82% of the traffic to this intersection 
during the A.M. peak hour, 5.03% during the Midday peak hour and 5.13% during the P.M. peak hour. 
CDCR will contribute appropriate fees based on trip ends generated by the project to the County of San 
Joaquin to help fund implementation of this improvement. This improvement is not in the County’s traffic 
impact fee program.  

Reconfigure the northbound approach on Austin Road to provide a dedicated left-turn lane. 

► Provide the southbound right-turn lane with overlap phasing (to allow right turns to turn when 
opposing left turns go). 

► Reconfigure the westbound approach on Arch Road to provide a shared thru-left and a dedicated 
right-turn lane. 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize splits (the balance of red and green time for each approach). 

Table 4.11-33 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would operate at LOS E 
during the Midday peak hour and would continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours but 
would not increase delay above background conditions.  

However, this mitigation may not be feasible given right-of-way constraints and utility relocation requirements. 
Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the significance thresholds criteria including the project’s relative 
contribution to the study intersections. 

Table 4.11-33 
Dewitt Nelson Project – Mitigated Condition LOS Summary 

# Intersection Peak 

Background 
Condition Project Condition 

Mitigated Project 
Condition Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

8. 
Austin Road & 

Arch Road 

A.M. 869.1 F 862.1 F 452.8 F -416.3 No 

Midday 111.3 F 131.0 F 72.8 E -38.5 No 

P.M. 111.3 F 157.8 F 98.8 F -12.5 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-2b (1) would reduce the project’s impacts to the 
intersection of SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road to a less-than-significant level. While feasible mitigation is available, 
Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this mitigation 
would be implemented prior to operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact, 
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for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be potentially significant and unavoidable in the event the 
mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the project.  

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-2b (2) would reduce the project’s impact to the 
intersection of Kingsley Road (Frontage Road) and Arch Road to a less-than-significant level. While feasible 
mitigation is available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown 
whether this mitigation would be implemented prior to operation of the project. While this mitigation would 
reduce the project’s impact, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be potentially significant and 
unavoidable in the event the mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the project.  

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-2b (3) would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level at the intersection of Austin Road & Arch Road. While the payment of traffic fees would help fund the 
ultimate improvement of this intersection to its maximum extent, it is unknown whether the County would 
implement this mitigation as proposed and whether the County would be able to secure the appropriate right-of-
way for the improvements. Therefore, while this mitigation, if implemented, would reduce the project’s impact to 
a less-than-significant level, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be potentially significant and 
unavoidable in the event the mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the project.  

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Trip Generation 

The trip generation for the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects was based on the total daily staff added 
by the proposed NCRF facility and DeWitt Nelson facility. Deliveries and visitation hours would be the same as 
described above for each facility separately.  

Table 4-11.33 summarizes estimated trip generation during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak periods. 

Table 4.11-33 
Estimated NCRF and Dewitt Nelson Projects Trip Generation 

Trip Type Facility 
Number of 

Staff/Visitors
/ Deliveries 

Daily 
Trips 

A.M. Peak 
(7:00-9:00 A.M.) 

Midday Peak (2:00-
4:00 P.M.) 

P.M. Peak 
(4:00-6:00 P.M.) 

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 

Employee Trips 

1st Watch1 
(10:00 P.M. – 
6:00 A.M.) 

NCRF 38 76 - 19 19 - - - - - - 

DeWitt Nelson 40 80 - 20 20 - - - - - - 

2nd Watch1 
(6:00 A.M. – 
2:00 P.M.) 

NCRF 106 212 - - - - 106 106 - - - 

DeWitt Nelson 95 190 - - - - 95 95 - - - 

3rd Watch1 
(2:00 P.M. – 
10:00 P.M.) 

NCRF 68 136 - - - 68 - 68 - - - 

DeWitt Nelson 106 212 - - - 106 - 106 - - - 

Administrative2 
(8:00 A.M. – 
5:00 P.M.) 

NCRF 171 342 171 - 171 - - - - 171 171 

DeWitt Nelson 207 414 207 - 207 - - - - 207 207 

Employee Trip 
Total 

 1,662 378 39 714 174 201 375 - 378 378 

Visitor Trips3 NCRF  50 100 13 - 13 6 7 13  13 13 
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(peak weekday) 

Delivery and 
Service 
Vehicles4 

NCRF 
 

5 10 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 

Project Totals  1,772 392 40 729 181 209 390 1 392 393 

Notes:  
1. Daily staff trips are based on a total of 381 staff for NCRF and 453 for DeWitt Nelson distributed over three shifts (watch) times. A portion 

of the 1st watch staff (10 p.m. to 6:00 a.m.) would be outbound tips during the A.M. peak hour. 
2. Administrative staff trips are based on email correspondence sent from Mike Parker, Ascent Environmental, July 1, 2010 
3. Per the NOP, the average number of daily NCRF visitors is estimated to be approximately 50. Visiting times are 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. It is 

assumed ¼ of the visitor trips occur during each peak hour. For DeWitt Nelson, visiting hours will be allowed on Saturdays and Sundays 

from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. with an estimated 150 visitors per day; thus, no weekday visitor trips are assumed.  
4. NCRF Delivery and Service vehicle trips (5 deliveries per day) with at least one delivery during each peak hour. All other deliveries would 

occur throughout the day. Delivery truck trips for DeWitt Nelson are assumed to be shared with the CHCF facility. 

Source: California Department of Corrections (CDCR).  

 

Trip Distribution  

The direction of approach and departure for project trips of the proposed projects were estimated based on travel 
patterns from the approved CHCF EIR analysis (CHCF 2009), which is located south of the NCRF site (or north 
of the DeWitt Nelson site) via Austin Road. DKS reviewed traffic volumes, turning movements at the 
intersections, and locations of various land uses as part of this analysis. Trip distribution patterns were reviewed 
and approved by City of Stockton and San Joaquin County staff.  

Trip Assignment 

Project-generated trips were assigned to the roadway network based on access points, trip distribution 
assumptions, and likely travel patterns. Exhibit 4.11-10 illustrates the project trip distribution and trip assignment. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Intersection Level of Service 

The intersections and their corresponding project levels of service are presented in Table 4.11-34. Appendix E 
includes the detailed calculation level of service analysis sheets including the weekday A.M., Midday, and P.M. 
peak hours.  

Exhibit 4.11-11 presents the traffic volumes for the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities. 
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Source: DKS 2010 

 
NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Projects Trip Distribution and Trip Assignment Exhibit 4.11-10 
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Table 4.11-34 
NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Projects Intersection Peak Hour LOS 

# Intersection 
A.M. Midday P.M. 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 

1/2. SR 99 SPUI & Arch Roadc 187.4 F 134.4 F 128.9 F 

3. 
Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & 
Arch Roadc 

110.0 F 133.6 F 162.3 F 

4. Newcastle Road & Arch Roadc 48.0 D 33.5 C 50.4 D 

5. Logistics Drive & Arch Roadc 30.2 C 48.9 D 48.9 D 

6. NCRF West Driveway & Arch Roadc 13.1 B 26.5 C 20.8 C 

7. NCRF East Driveway & Arch Roadd 0.0 A 13.90 B 11.1 B 

8. Austin Road & Arch Roadc 866.3 F 133.3 F 159.9 F 

9. 
Austin Road & Project Access Drivewayc 
(CHCF & DeWitt Nelson) 

4.3 A 10.8 B 11.3 B 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. na: not applicable. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

d Unsignalized Intersection For two-way stop controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the worst approach. For all-way stop 

controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the average delay.  

Source: DKS Associates 2010 
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Source: DKS 2010  

 
NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Projects Projected Traffic Volumes Exhibit 4.11-11 
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Table 4.11-35 provides a level of service comparison to determine significance criteria and project impacts, if 
any.  

Table 4.11-35 
NCRF and Dewitt Nelson Projects Intersection Peak Hour LOS Impact Comparison 

# Intersection Peak 
Existing 

Background 
Condition Project Condition Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

1/2 
SR 99 SPUI & 

Arch Road 

A.M. na na 147.9 F 187.4 F 39.5 Yes 

Midday na na 113.0 F 134.4 F 21.4 Yes 

P.M. na na 116.9 F 128.9 F 12.0 Yes 

3. 

Kingsley Road – 
SR 99 Frontage 
Road & Arch 

Roadc 

A.M. 19.1 B 78.1 E 110.0 F 31.9 Yes 

Midday 20.7 C 107.5 F 133.6 F 26.1 Yes 

P.M. 20.6 C 116.8 F 162.3 F 45.5 Yes 

4. 
Newcastle Road 
& Arch Roadc 

A.M. 15.3 B 20.9 C 48.0 D 27.1 No 

Midday 19.5 B 24.5 C 33.5 C 9.0 No 

P.M. 15.6 B 28.5 C 50.4 D 21.9 No 

5. 
Logistics Drive 
& Arch Roadc 

A.M. 8.8 A 11.4 B 30.2 C 18.8 No 

Midday 2.0 A 30.7 C 48.9 D 18.2 No 

P.M. 0.0 A 19.9 B 48.9 D 29.0 No 

6. 
NCRF West 
Driveway & 
Arch Roadc 

A.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 13.1 B 13.1 No 

Midday 0.0 A 0.0 A 26.5 C 26.5 No 

P.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 20.8 C 20.8 No 

7. 
NCRF East 
Driveway & 
Arch Roadd 

A.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 No 

Midday 0.0 A 0.0 A 13.9 B 13.9 No 

P.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 11.1 B 11.1 No 

8. 
Austin Road & 

Arch Roadc 

A.M. 7.9 A 869.1 F 866.3 F -2.8 No 

Midday 7.9 A 111.3 F 133.3 F 22.0 Yes 

P.M. 7.8 A 111.3 F 159.9 F 48.6 Yes 

9. 

Austin Road & 
Project Access 

Drivewayc,d 
(CHCF & 

DeWitt Nelson) 

A.M. na na 3.7 A 4.3 A 0.6 No 

Midday na na 8.4 A 10.8 B 2.4 No 

P.M. na na 8.3 A 11.3 B 3.0 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. na: not applicable. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

d Unsignalized Intersection For two-way stop controlled intersections; the LOS rating is based on the worst approach. For all-way stop 

controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the average delay.  

Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 
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The addition of trips from the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would contribute to an already deficient level of 
service at the SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road (#1/2) intersection. This intersection would continue to operate at LOS F, 
during the A.M., Midday and P.M. peak hours and would increase delay by more than five seconds. Thus, this 
would be a significant impact based on City of Stockton significance criteria for a state facility. 

The addition of project-related trips would contribute to an already deficient level of service at the intersection of 
Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road (#3). This intersection would deteriorate from LOS E in the 
background condition to LOS F during the A.M. peak hour, it would continue to operate at LOS F during the 
Midday and P.M. peak hours, and would increase delay by more than five seconds. Thus, this would be a 
significant impact based on City of Stockton significance criteria for a state facility. 

The intersection of Austin Road & Arch Road would continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M., Midday, and 
P.M. peak hours. The addition of project-related trips would contribute to an already deficient level of service at 
this intersection and would increase delay above background conditions. Thus, this would be a significant impact 
based on San Joaquin County significance criteria. 

All other intersections would operate acceptably or would not exceed adopted significance thresholds of 
applicable agencies; therefore, no significant impacts would occur at these intersections. 

NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Roadway Level of Service 

The roadway segment and its corresponding project levels of service are presented in Table 4.11-36. Based on the 
roadway segment analysis results, the roadway operates at an acceptable level of service. Table 4.11-37 provides 
a level of service comparison to determine significance criteria and impacts, if any. Based on the roadway 
segment analysis results, the road would operate at acceptable levels during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak 
hours.  

Table 4.11-36 
NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Roadway Segment Peak Hour LOS 

# Roadway Segment 
A.M. Midday P.M. 

EB WB EB WB EB WB 

1. 
Arch Road 
(East of Newcastle Road and 
west of NCRF West Drive) 

Peak Hour Volumea 2,559 1,713 2,014 2,509 1,903 2,675 

Avg. Travel Speed (mph)b 18 19 18 19 18 18 

LOSc D D D D D D 

Notes:  

a Assumed for both directions (eastbound and westbound) 

b Based on miles per hour  

c LOS: Level of Service. Based on average through-vehicle travel speed. 

Source: DKS Associates, 2010 
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Table 4.11-37 
NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Projects Roadway Segment Peak Hour LOS Impact Comparison 

# Roadway Segment 
Existing Background Condition Project Condition Significant 

Impact 

A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. Yes/No? 

1. 

Arch Road 
(East of 
Newcastle 
Road and 
west of 
NCRF 
West 
Drive) 

Peak Hour 
Volumea 

EB 76 91 119 2,209 1,854 1,902 2,559 2,014 1,903 No 

WB 83 92 68 1,677 2,324 2,325 1,713 2,509 2,675 No 

Avg. Travel 
Speedb 

EB 36 19 36 18 18 18 18 18 18 No 

WB 36 19 36 19 19 19 19 19 18 No 

LOSc 
EB A D A D D D D D D No 

WB A D A D D D D D D No 

Notes:  

a Assumed for both directions (eastbound and westbound) 

b Based on miles per hour  

c LOS: Level of Service. Based on average through-vehicle travel speed. 

Source: DKS Associates, 2010 

 

Implementation of the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would result in the acceptable operation of the study area 
roadway segment; however, the projects would result in the deterioration of three study intersections to unacceptable 
operating conditions based on adopted thresholds of local agencies. Therefore, this would be a significant impact. (Impact 
4.11-2c) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-2c 

1. SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road  

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations and achieve a 
difference in average delay of less than five seconds or LOS D or better during the A.M., Midday, and 
P.M. peak hours. The projects would contribute 4.40% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. 
peak hour, 3.92% during the Midday peak hour and 3.89 % during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will 
contribute appropriate fees based on trip ends generated by the project to the City of Stockton to help fund 
implementation of this improvement. This improvement is not in the City’s traffic impact fee program. 

► Adjust traffic signal to optimize the splits and cycle length to 150 seconds and coordinate traffic 
signal with the intersection of Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road and Arch Road, during the 
A.M. peak hour. 

► Adjust traffic signal to optimize the splits and cycle length to 125 seconds and coordinate the traffic 
signal with the intersection of Kingsley Road - SR 99 Frontage Road and Arch Road during the 
Midday peak hour. 

► Adjust traffic signal to optimize the splits and cycle length to 130 seconds and coordinate the traffic 
signal with the intersection of Kingsley Road - SR 99 Frontage Road and Arch Road during the P.M. 
peak hour. 

Table 4.11-38 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would continue to operate at 
LOS F during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours but with less delay increase than the unmitigated condition. 
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However, delay would still be increased by more than five seconds, therefore, the impact would be significant and 
unavoidable based on adopted significance criteria. No other feasible mitigation is available to reduce this impact 
because of the physical constraints of the interchange. Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the 
analysis results including the project’s relative contribution to the study intersections. 

Table 4.11-38 
NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Projects – Mitigated Condition LOS summary 

# Intersection Peak 

Background 
Condition Project Condition 

Mitigated Project 
Condition Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

1/2
. 

SR 99 SPUI & 
Arch Road 

A.M. 147.9 F 187.4 F 177.7 F 29.8 Yes 

Midday 113.0 F 134.4 F 126.1 F 13.1 Yes 

P.M. 116.9 F 128.9 F 122.2 F 5.3 Yes 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

Source: DKS Associates, 2010 

 

2. Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations and achieve a 
difference in average delay of less than 5.0 seconds or LOS D or better during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. 
peak hours. The projects would contribute 6.67% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. peak hour, 
5.70% during the Midday peak hour, and 5.68 % during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will contribute 
appropriate fees based on trip ends generated by the project to the City of Stockton to help fund 
implementation of this improvement. This improvement is not in the City’s traffic impact fee program.  

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the splits and cycle length to 150 seconds and coordinate the 
traffic signal with the SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road intersection, during the A.M. peak hour. 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the splits and cycle length to 125 seconds and coordinate the 
traffic signal with the SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road intersection, during the Midday peak hour. 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the splits and cycle length to 130 seconds and coordinate the 
traffic signal with the SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road intersection, during the P.M. peak hour.  

► Adjust traffic signal timing to provide the north and south approaches on Kingsley Road with 
permitted and protected traffic signal phasing. 

► Convert the southbound approach to a shared thru-left turn-lane and a dedicated right-turn lane. 

Table 4.11-39 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would operate at LOS C 
during the A.M. peak hour, LOS E during the Midday peak hour, and it would continue to operate at LOS F 
during the Midday and P.M. peak hours but would not increase delay by more than five seconds. Thus, the impact 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level based on adopted significance criteria. Appendix E includes a 
comparison summary of the analysis results including the project’s relative contribution to the study intersections. 
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Table 4.11-39 
NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Projects – Mitigated Condition LOS Summary 

# Intersection Peak 
Background 

Condition Project Condition 
Mitigated Project 

Condition Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

3. 
Kingsley Road – 
SR 99 Frontage 
Road & Arch Road 

A.M. 78.1 E 110.0 F 31.9 C -46.2 No 

Midday 107.5 F 133.6 F 94.1 F -13.4 No 

P.M. 116.8 F 162.3 F 117.7 F -0.9 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

 

3. Austin Road & Arch Road 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations and achieve a 
difference in average delay of less than the background condition or LOS D or better during the A.M., 
Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The projects would contribute 3.12% of the traffic to this intersection 
during the A.M. peak hour, 5.52% during the Midday peak hour, and 5.65% during the P.M. peak hour. 
CDCR will contribute appropriate fees based on trip ends generated by the project to the County of San 
Joaquin to help fund implementation of this improvement. This improvement is not in the County’s traffic 
impact fee program.  

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-2b (3). 

Table 4.11-40 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would operate at LOS E 
during the Midday peak hour and would continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours but 
would not increase delay above background conditions. Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the 
significance thresholds criteria including the project’s relative contribution to the study intersections. 

Table 4.11-40 
NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Projects – Mitigated Condition LOS Summary 

# Intersection Peak 

Background 
Condition Project Condition 

Mitigated Project 
Condition Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

8. 
Austin Road & 

Arch Road 

A.M. 869.1 F 866.3 F 456.2 F -412.9 No 

Midday 111.3 F 133.3 F 74.3 E -37.0 No 

P.M. 111.3 F 159.9 F 100.7 F -10.6 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 
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Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-2c (1) would reduce the project’s impacts to the 
intersection of SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road but not to a less-than-significant level. No other feasible mitigation is 
available to further reduce this impact. While some feasible mitigation is available, as described in this EIR, 
Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this mitigation 
would be implemented prior to operation of the project. This impact is concluded to be potentially significant and 
unavoidable.  

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-2b (2) would reduce the project’s impact to the 
intersection of Kingsley Road (Frontage Road) and Arch Road to a less-than-significant level. While feasible 
mitigation is available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown 
whether this mitigation would be implemented prior to operation of the project. While this mitigation would 
reduce the project’s impact, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be potentially significant and 
unavoidable in the event the mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the project.  

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-2b (3) would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level at the intersection of Austin Road & Arch Road. While the payment of traffic fees would help fund the 
ultimate improvement of this intersection to its maximum extent, it is unknown whether the County would 
implement this mitigation as proposed and whether they would be able to secure the appropriate right-of-way for 
the improvements. Therefore, while this mitigation, if implemented, would reduce the project’s impact to a less-
than-significant level, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be potentially significant and 
unavoidable in the event the mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the project.  

CUMULATIVE PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Year 2035 General Plan Baseline No Project Condition 

DKS reviewed recent travel forecast model run projections for all study intersections. The growth projections 
were derived from the travel demand model provided by the City of Stockton. The City’s 2035 General Plan 
condition assumes the following roadway and intersection improvements will be in place Arch Road 

• Widening of Arch Road from four-lanes to six-lanes from Frontage Road to just east of Newcastle Road.  

► Austin Road  

• Widening of Austin Road from two-lanes to four-lanes and from four-lanes to six-lanes north of Arch 
Road. 

► Arch Road and SR 99 Frontage Road – Kingsley Road Intersection Improvement  

• One additional left-turn lane in the northbound direction. 

• Two additional right-turn lanes in the southbound direction.  

• One additional left-turn lane and a dedicated right-turn lane in the eastbound direction. 

• One additional through-lane in the westbound direction. 

► Arch Road and Austin Road Intersection Improvement  

• One additional left-turn lane and one through lane in the northbound direction. 

• Conversion of the southbound approach to one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and two right-turn lanes. 
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• Conversion of the westbound approach to a shared left-thru lane and a dedicated right-turn lane. 

In addition, the analysis also assumed the following roadway improvements: 

► Newcastle Road and Arch Road Intersection Improvements 

• Additional northbound left-turn lane. 

• Converting the southbound approach to one-left turn lane and one shared left-thru lane. 

• Additional eastbound through-lane. 

• Additional westbound through-lane. 

► Logistics Drive and Arch Road Intersection Improvements  

• Widening of the westbound approach to include one left-turn lane, one thru-lane and one shared-right turn 
lane 

• Widening of the eastbound approach to include one through shared right-turn lane. 

• Austin Road & Project Access Driveway (CHCF & DeWitt Nelson) Improvements. 

• One additional through lane in the northbound and southbound direction. 

Exhibit 4.11-12 illustrates the weekday A.M., Midday and P.M. peak hour volumes for the 2035 Cumulative No 
Project Condition. 

Cumulative No Project Intersection Level of Service 

The intersections and their corresponding cumulative no project levels of service are presented in Table 4.11-41. 
Appendix E includes the detailed calculation level of service analysis sheets including the weekday A.M., 
Midday, and P.M. peak hours. Based on the level of service results, the addition of cumulative growth expected 
for year 2035 would cause the following intersections to operate below acceptable levels of service:  

► SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road  
► Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road 
► Logistics Drive & Arch Road 
► Austin Road & Arch Road 
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Source: DKS 2010 

 
Year 2035 General Plan Baseline No Project Peak-Hour Intersection Traffic Volumes Exhibit 4.11-2 
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Table 4.11-41 
2035 Cumulative No Project Intersection Peak Hour LOS 

# Intersection 
A.M. Midday P.M. 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 

1/2. SR 99 SPUI & Arch Roadc 245.5 F 197.0 F 204.2 F 

3. 
Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch 
Roadc 

51.3 D 134.9 F 139.7 F 

4. Newcastle Road & Arch Roadc 27.0 C 44.9 D 46.9 D 

5. Logistics Drive & Arch Roadc 72.2 E 215.0 F 215.0 F 

6. NCRF West Driveway & Arch Roadd 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 

7. NCRF East Driveway & Arch Roadd 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 

8. Austin Road & Arch Roadc 26.4 C 126.8 F 368.8 F 

9. 
Austin Road & Project Access Driveway (CHCF 
& DeWitt Nelson)c 

0.0 A 9.6 A 10.3 B 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

d Unsignalized Intersection: For two-way stop controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the worst approach. For all-way stop 

controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the average delay 

Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 

 

Cumulative No Project Roadway Level of Service 

The roadway segment and its corresponding 2035 No Project levels of service are presented in Table 4.11-42. 
Based on the roadway segment analysis results, the roadway segment would operate at an acceptable level of 
service during the A.M. peak hour in the eastbound direction. The addition of cumulative growth expected for 
Year 2035 would cause the roadway to operate at LOS F in the westbound direction during the A.M. peak hour 
and at LOS E during the Midday peak hour (eastbound and westbound) and LOS E in the eastbound direction 
during the P.M. peak hour.  

Table 4.11-42 
Cumulative No Project Roadway Segment Peak Hour LOS 

# Roadway Segment 
A.M. Midday P.M. 

EB WB EB WB EB WB 

1. 

Arch Road 
(west of NCRF West 
Driveway and East of 
Newcastle Road) 

Peak Hour Volumea 861 1,589 1,799 1,411 1,825 1,431 

Avg. Travel Speed (mph)b 19 6 16 14 16 13 

LOSc D F E E E E 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

EB: Eastbound, WB: Westbound 

a Assumed for both directions (eastbound and westbound) 

b Based on miles per hour  

c LOS: Level of Service. Based on average through-vehicle travel speed. 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 
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Impact 4.11-3: Cumulative Intersection and Roadway Segment Impacts 

Cumulative Plus NCRF Only 

DKS evaluated whether the NCRF project would result in significant cumulative impacts at the study 
intersections. Trips associated with the project were added to the cumulative no project scenario and the resulting 
intersection turning movement volumes for the cumulative with NCRF project scenario are shown in 
Exhibit 4.11-13.  

Intersection Level of Service 

The intersections and their corresponding project levels of service are presented in Table 4.11-43. Appendix E 
includes the detailed calculation level of service analysis sheets including the weekday A.M., Midday, and P.M. 
peak hours.  

Table 4.11-43 
2035 Cumulative with NCRF Project Intersection Peak Hour LOS 

# Intersection 
A.M. Midday P.M. 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 

1/2. SR 99 & Arch Roadc 267.1 F 203.0 F 207.0 F 

3. 
Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & 
Arch Roadc 

53.4 D 148.2 F 163.1 F 

4. Newcastle Road & Arch Roadc 28.3 C 45.1 D 47.3 D 

5. Logistics Drive & Arch Roadc 71.5 E 206.8 F 204.8 E 

6. NCRF West Driveway & Arch Roadc 4.4 A 7.3 A 8.3 A 

7. NCRF East Driveway & Arch Roadd 0.0 A 13.7 B 13.7 B 

8. Austin Road & Arch Roadc 27.0 C 128.8 F 371.3 F 

9. 
Austin Road & Project Access Drivewayc 
(CHCF & DeWitt Nelson) 

0.0 A 10.2 B 10.3 B 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

na: not applicable. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

d Unsignalized Intersection For two-way stop controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the worst approach. For all-way stop 

controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the average delay.  

Source: DKS Associates 2010 
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Source: DKS 2010 

Year 2035 General Plan Baseline with NCRF Project  
Peak-Hour Intersection Traffic Volumes Exhibit 4.11-13 
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Table 4.11-44 provides a level of service comparison that shows project impacts, if any.  

Table 4.11-44 
2035 Cumulative with NCRF Project Intersection Peak Hour LOS Impact Comparison 

# Intersection Peak 
Existing 2035 Cumulative No 

Project Condition 

2035 Cumulative 
with NCRF Project 

Condition 
Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

1/2. 
SR 99 SPUI & 
Arch Roadc 

A.M. na na 245.5 F 267.1 F 21.6 Yes 

Midday na na 197.0 F 203.0 F 6.0 Yes 

P.M. na na 204.2 F 207.0 F 2.8 No 

3. 

Kingsley Road – 
SR 99 Frontage 
Road & Arch 
Roadc 

A.M. 19.1 B 51.3 D 53.4 D 2.1 No 

Midday 20.7 C 134.9 F 148.2 F 13.3 Yes 

P.M. 20.6 C 139.7 F 163.1 F 23.4 Yes 

4. 
Newcastle Road 
& Arch Roadc 

A.M. 15.3 B 27.0 C 28.3 C 1.3 No 

Midday 19.5 B 44.9 D 45.1 D 0.2 No 

P.M. 15.6 B 46.9 D 47.3 D 0.4 No 

5. 
Logistics Drive 
& Arch Roadc 

A.M. 8.8 A 72.2 E 71.5 E -0.7 No 

Midday 2.0 A 215.0 F 206.8 E -8.2 No 

P.M. 0.0 A 215.0 F 204.8 E -10.2 No 

6. 
NCRF West 
Driveway & 
Arch Roadc 

A.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 4.4 A 4.4 No 

Midday 0.0 A 0.0 A 7.3 A 7.3 No 

P.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 8.3 A 8.3 No 

7. 
NCRF East 
Driveway & 
Arch Roadd 

A.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 No 

Midday 0.0 A 0.0 A 13.7 B 13.7 No 

P.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 13.7 B 0.0 No 

8. 
Austin Road & 
Arch Roadc 

A.M. 7.9 A 26.4 C 27.0 C 0.6 No 

Midday 7.9 A 126.8 F 128.8 F 2.0 Yes 

P.M. 7.8 A 368.8 F 371.3 F 2.5 Yes 

9. 

Austin Road & 
Project Access 
Driveway 
c(CHCF & 
DeWitt Nelson) 

A.M. na na 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 No 

Midday na na 9.6 A 10.2 B 0.6 No 

P.M. na na 10.3 B 10.3 B 0.0 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

na: not applicable. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

d Unsignalized Intersection For two-way stop controlled intersections; the LOS rating is based on the worst approach. For all-way stop 

controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the average delay.  

Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 
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The addition of project-related trips would contribute to an already deficient level of service at the SR 99 SPUI & 
Arch Road (#1/2). This intersection would continue to operate at LOS F, during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak 
hours; however, delay would only increase by more than five seconds for the A.M. and Midday peak hours, which 
would be significant based on City of Stockton criteria for a state facility. Therefore, this would be a significant 
cumulative impact and the project’s contribution would be considerable. 

The addition of project-related trips would contribute to an already deficient level of service at the intersection of 
Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road (#3). This intersection would continue to operate at LOS F 
during the Midday and P.M. peak hours and would increase delay by more than five seconds based on the City of 
Stockton criteria significance criteria. Therefore, this would be a significant cumulative impact and the project’s 
contribution would be considerable. 

While the intersection of Logistics Drive & Arch Road would continue to operate at LOS E during the A.M., 
Midday, and P.M. peak hours. This intersection would not increase delay by more than five seconds, per the City 
of Stockton significance criteria. Thus, the addition of project-related traffic would not result in a considerable 
contribution significant cumulative impact at this location. 

The intersection of Austin Road & Arch Road would continue to operate at LOS F during the Midday and P.M. 
peak hour. The addition of project-related trips would contribute to an already deficient level of service F at this 
intersection during the Midday peak hour and P.M. peak hour and would increase delay above background 
conditions, which is unacceptable based on San Joaquin County significance criteria. Therefore, this would be a 
significant cumulative impact and the project’s contribution would be considerable. 

All other study intersections would operate acceptably or would not exceed adopted significance thresholds of 
applicable agencies; therefore, no significant impacts would occur at these intersections. 

Cumulative Plus NCRF Project Roadway Level of Service 

The roadway segment and its corresponding 2035 Cumulative plus NCRF project levels of service are presented 
in Table 4.11-45. Based on the roadway segment analysis results, the roadway operates at an acceptable level of 
service, except in the westbound direction during the A.M. peak hour. Table 4.11-46 provides a level of service 
comparison to determine significance criteria and project impacts, if any.  

Table 4.11-45 
2035 Cumulative with NCRF Project Roadway Segment Peak Hour LOS 

# Roadway Segment 
A.M. Midday P.M. 

EB WB EB WB EB WB 

1. 

Arch Road 
(East of Newcastle Road 
and west of NCRF West 
Driveway) 

Peak Hour Volumea 1,025 1,606 1,864 1,511 1,825 1,595 

Avg. Travel Speed (mph)b 19 7 16 11 16 9 

LOSc D F E F E F 

Notes: EB: Eastbound, WB: Westbound  

a Assumed for both directions (eastbound and westbound) 

b Based on miles per hour  

c LOS: Level of Service. Based on average through-vehicle travel speed. 

Source: DKS Associates, 2010 
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Table 4.11-46 
2035 Cumulative with NCRF Project Roadway Segment Peak Hour LOS Impact Comparison 

# Roadway Segment 

2035 Cumulative No Project 
Condition 

2035 Cumulative with NCRF 
Project Condition 

A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. 

1. 

Arch Road 
(East of Newcastle 
Road and west of 
NCRF West 
Driveway) 

Peak Hour Volumea
EB 861 1,799 1,825 1,025 1,864 1,825 

WB 1,589 1,411 1,431 1,606 1,511 1,595 

Avg. Travel Speedb 
EB 19 16 16 19 16 16 

WB 6 14 13 7 11 9 

LOSc 
EB D E E D E E 

WB F E E F F F 

Notes: EB: Eastbound, WB: Westbound 

a Assumed for both directions (eastbound and westbound) 

b Based on miles per hour  

c LOS: Level of Service. Based on average through-vehicle travel speed. 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

 

The addition of NCRF project trips under cumulative conditions would cause the LOS in the eastbound direction 
to continue to operate at LOS E during the Midday and P.M. peak hours. In the westbound direction, the roadway 
would continue to operate at LOS F during A.M. peak hour. The addition of project traffic would cause the LOS 
to deteriorate from LOS E to LOS F during the Midday and P.M. peak hours. Per San Joaquin County’s 
significance criteria, impacts on roadway segments are assessed in terms of volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios. If the 
v/c ratio for a roadway segment, under cumulative plus project conditions, exceeds the v/c ratio for the same 
roadway segment under cumulative no project conditions then mitigation measures that would return the v/c ratio 
to the cumulative no project level must be identified. Table 4.11-47 provides a v/c comparison to determine 
significance criteria and project impacts, if any.  

Table 4.11-47 
2035 Cumulative Plus NCRF Project Peak Hour Volume-to-Capacity Analysis 

# Roadway Segment 

Volume-to-Capacity Ratio (V/C) 

Existing 
2035 Cumulative No 

Project Condition 
2035 Cumulative with 

NCRF Project Condition 
Significant 

Impact 

A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. Yes/No? 

1. 

Arch Road 
(East of Newcastle 
Road and west of 
NCRF West 
Driveway) 

EB 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.28 0.88 0.89 0.33 0.89 0.87 Yes 

WB 0.08 0.06 0.05 1.10 0.98 0.99 1.08 1.02 1.05 Yes 

Notes: Increases in V/C ratio are in bold for the designated peak hour. 

Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 

 

Based on the v/c analysis results, the addition of project-related traffic would result increase the v/c ratio for this 
study roadway segment in the Midday for the eastbound and in the Midday and P.M. peak hour in the westbound 
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direction. Therefore, this would be a significant cumulative impact and the project contribution would be 
considerable. 

Implementation of the NCRF project would result in the deterioration of three study intersections to unacceptable operating 
conditions based on adopted thresholds of local agencies. It would also result in deterioration of the study area roadway 
segment under cumulative conditions. Therefore, this would be a significant cumulative impact and the project’s contribution 
would be considerable. (Impact 4.11-3a) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-3a 

1. SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations and achieve a 
difference in average delay of less than five seconds or LOS D or better during the A.M., Midday, and 
P.M. peak hours. The project would contribute 2.69% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. 
peak hour, 2.16% during the Midday peak hour and 2.13% during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will 
contribute appropriate fees based on trip ends generated by the project to the City of Stockton to help fund 
implementation of this improvement. This improvement is not in the City’s traffic impact fee program.  

► Adjust traffic signal to optimize the splits and cycle length to 150 seconds during the A.M., Midday, 
and P.M. peak hour. 

Table 4.11-48 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would continue to operate at 
LOS F during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours but would not increase delay by more than five seconds. 
Thus, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level based on adopted significance criteria. 
Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the analysis results including the project’s relative contribution to 
the study intersections. 

Table 4.11-48 
2035 Cumulative with NCRF Project – Mitigated Condition LOS Summary 

# Intersection Peak 

2035 Cumulative No 
Project Condition 

2035 Cumulative with 
NCRF Project 

Mitigated 2035 
Cumulative with NCRF 

Project Condition 
Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

1/2
. 

SR 99 SPUI & 
Arch Road 

A.M. 245.5 F 267.1 F 221.0 F -24.5 No 

Midday 197.0 F 203.0 F 156.6 F -40.4 No 

P.M. 204.2 F 207.0 F 159.0 F -45.2 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

 

2. Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road 

► The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations and 
achieve a difference in average delay of less than five seconds or LOS D or better during the A.M., 
Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The project would contribute 3.05% of the traffic to this intersection 
during the A.M. peak hour, 2.57% during the Midday peak hour, and 2.2% during the P.M. peak 
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hour. CDCR will contribute appropriate fees based on trip ends generated by the project to the City of 
Stockton to help fund implementation of this improvement. This improvement is not in the City’s 
traffic impact fee program. Adjust traffic signal to optimize the splits and cycle length to 150 seconds 
during the Midday and P.M. peak hour. 

Table 4.11-49 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would operate at LOS D 
during the A.M. peak hour and it would continue to operate at LOS F during the Midday and P.M. peak hours but 
would not increase delay above five seconds. Thus, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level 
based on adopted significance criteria. Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the analysis results 
including the project’s relative contribution to the study intersections. 

Table 4.11-49 
Cumulative with NCRF Project – Mitigated Condition LOS Summary 

# Intersection Peak 

2035 Cumulative No 
Project  

2035 Cumulative 
with NCRF Project 

Mitigated 2035 
Cumulative with 

NCRF Project  
Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

3. 
Kingsley Road – 
SR 99 Frontage 

Road & Arch Road 

A.M. 51.3 D 53.4 D na na na No 

Midday 134.9 F 148.2 F 97.1 F -37.8 No 

P.M. 139.7 F 163.1 F 108.3 F -31.4 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. na: not applicable, intersection at acceptable LOS. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

 

3. Austin Road & Arch Road  

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations and achieve a 
difference in average delay of less than the background condition or LOS D or better during the A.M., 
Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The project would contribute 0.58% of the traffic to this intersection 
during the A.M. peak hour, 0.39% during the Midday peak hour, and 0.23% during the P.M. peak hour. 
CDCR will contribute appropriate fees based on trip ends generated by the project to the County of San 
Joaquin traffic fee to help fund implementation of this improvement. This improvement is not in the 
County’s traffic impact fee program.  

► Increase the traffic signal cycle length to 120 seconds and optimize splits during the Midday and P.M. 
peak hours. 

Table 4.11-50 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would continue to operate at 
LOS F during the Midday and P.M. peak hour but would not increase delay above cumulative no project 
conditions. Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the significance thresholds criteria including the 
project’s relative contribution to the study intersections. 
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Table 4.11-50 
Cumulative with NCRF project – mitigated condition LOS summary  

# Intersection Peak 
2035 Cumulative No 

Project Condition 
2035 Cumulative with 

NCRF Project 

Mitigated 2035 
Cumulative with NCRF 

Project Condition 
Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

8. 
Austin Road & 
Arch Road 

A.M. 26.4 C 27.0 C 27.0 C 0.6 No 

Midday 126.8 F 128.8 F 80.8 F -46.0 No 

P.M. 368.8 F 371.3 F 360.9 F -7.9 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 

 

4. Arch Road – East of Newcastle Road and west of NCRF West Driveway (Roadway Segment) 

The following mitigation measures at the intersection of Logistics Drive and Arch Road have been 
identified to improve the roadway segment operations and achieve a difference in volume-to-capacity 
ratio equal to or less than the 2035 Cumulative No Project condition during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. 
peak hours. The project would contribute 1.06% during the A.M. peak hour, 6.62% during the Midday 
peak hour, and 10.28% during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will contribute appropriate fees based on trip 
ends generated by the project to the County of San Joaquin to help fund implementation of this 
improvement. 

► Adjust the traffic signal to optimize the cycle length to 100 seconds and optimize east and west splits 
during the Midday peak hour at the intersection of Logistics Drive and Arch Road. 

► Adjust the traffic signal to optimize the cycle length to 130 seconds and optimize east and west splits 
during the P.M. peak hour at the intersection of Logistics Drive and Arch Road. 

Table 4.11-51 lists the mitigated LOS and volume-to-capacity ratio. With this mitigation in place, the roadway 
segment would continue to operate at LOS E during the P.M. peak hour in the eastbound direction. In the 
westbound direction, the roadway would continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. peak hour and would 
improve to LOS E during the Midday and P.M. peak hour but would not exceed any thresholds of significance. 
Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the significance thresholds criteria including the project’s relative 
contribution to the study intersections. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of mitigation measure, for Impact 4.11-3a (1) would reduce the project’s impacts to the 
intersection of SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road to a less-than-significant level. While feasible mitigation is available, 
Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this mitigation 
would be implemented prior to operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s 
cumulative impact, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be cumulatively significant and 
unavoidable and the project’s contribution would be considerable in the event the mitigation is not implemented 
prior to operation of the project.  
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Table 4.11-51 
2035 Cumulative Plus NCRF Project Peak Hour Volume-to-Capacity Analysis 

# Roadway Segment 

Volume-to-Capacity Ratio (V/C) 

2035 Cumulative No 
Project Condition 

2035 Cumulative with 
NCRF Project Condition 

2035 Cumulative with NCRF 
Project Condition Mitigated 

Significant 
Impact 

A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. Yes or No? 

1. 

Arch Road 
(East of Newcastle 
Road and west of 
NCRF West 
Driveway) 

EB 0.28 0.88 0.89 0.33 0.89 0.87 0.33 0.83 0.83 No 

LOS D E E D E E D D E No 

WB 1.10 0.98 0.99 1.08 1.02 1.05 1.08 0.97 0.98 No 

LOS F E E F F F F E E No 

Notes: Increases in V/C ratio are in bold for the designated peak hour. 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

 

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-3a (2) would reduce the project’s impact to the intersection 
of Kingsley Road (Frontage Road) and Arch Road to a less-than-significant level. While feasible mitigation is 
available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this 
mitigation would be implemented prior to operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the 
project’s cumulative impact, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be cumulatively significant and 
unavoidable and the project’s contribution would be considerable in the event the mitigation is not implemented 
prior to operation of the project.  

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-3a (3) would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level at the intersection of Austin Road & Arch Road. While feasible mitigation is available, San Joaquin County 
is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this mitigation would be 
implemented prior to operation of the project. Therefore, while this mitigation, if implemented, would reduce the 
project’s cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be 
potentially significant and unavoidable and the project’s contribution would be considerable in the event the 
mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the project.  

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-3a (4) would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level along the Arch Road – East of Newcastle Road and west of NCRF West Driveway roadway segment. While 
feasible mitigation is available, San Joaquin County is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation 
and it is unknown whether this mitigation would be implemented prior to operation of the project. Therefore, 
while this mitigation, if implemented, would reduce the project’s impact to a less-than-significant level, for 
purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be potentially significant and unavoidable and the project’s 
contribution would be considerable in the event the mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the 
project.  

Cumulative Plus DeWitt Nelson Only 

DKS evaluated whether the DeWitt Nelson Project would result in significant cumulative impacts at the study 
intersections. Trips associated with the project were added to the cumulative no project scenario and the resulting 
intersection turning movement volumes for the cumulative with project scenario are shown in Exhibit 4.11-14.  
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Source: DKS 2010 

2035 Cumulative with DeWitt Nelson Project 
Peak Hour Intersection Traffic Volumes Exhibit 4.11-14 
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Cumulative Plus DeWitt Intersection Level of Service 

The intersections and their corresponding project levels of service are presented in Table 4.11-52. Appendix E 
includes the detailed calculation level of service analysis sheets including the weekday A.M., Midday, and P.M. 
peak hours.  

Table 4.11-52 
2035 Cumulative with DeWitt Nelson Project Intersection Peak Hour LOS 

# Intersection 
A.M. Midday P.M. 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 

1/2. SR 99 & Arch Roadc 269.6 F 204.8 F 207.2 F 

3. 
Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road 
& Arch Roadc 

53.7 D 145.7 F 166.0 F 

4. Newcastle Road & Arch Roadc 28.5 C 45.1 D 47.4 D 

5. Logistics Drive & Arch Roadc 71.1 E 206.1 F 204.0 F 

6. NCRF West Driveway & Arch Roadc 3.8 A 4.1 A 4.2 A 

7. NCRF East Driveway & Arch Roadd 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 

8. Austin Road & Arch Roadc 28.4 C 149.3 F 436.1 F 

9. 
Austin Road & Project Access 
Drivewayc (CHCF & DeWitt Nelson) 

0.7 A 13.0 B 16.0 B 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. na: not applicable. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

d Unsignalized Intersection For two-way stop controlled intersections; the LOS rating is based on the worst approach. For all-way stop 

controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the average delay.  

Source: DKS Associates 2010 
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Table 4.11-53 provides a level of service comparison that shows project impacts, if any.  

Table 4.11-53 
2035 Cumulative with DeWitt Nelson Project Intersection Peak Hour LOS 

# Intersection Peak 

Existing 2035 Cumulative No 
Project  

2035 Cumulative 
with DeWitt Nelson 

Project  
Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in 
delay 

Yes/No? 

1/2. 
SR 99 SPUI & 
Arch Roadc 

A.M. na na 245.5 F 269.6 F 24.1 Yes 

Midday na na 197.0 F 204.8 F 7.8 Yes 

P.M. na na 204.2 F 207.2 F 3.0 No 

3. 

Kingsley Road – 
SR 99 Frontage 
Road & Arch 
Roadc 

A.M. 19.1 B 51.3 D 53.7 D 2.4 No 

Midday 20.7 C 134.9 F 145.7 F 10.8 Yes 

P.M. 20.6 C 139.7 F 166.0 F 26.3 Yes 

4. 
Newcastle Road 
& Arch Roadc 

A.M. 15.3 B 27.0 C 28.5 C 1.5 No 

Midday 19.5 B 44.9 D 45.1 D 0.2 No 

P.M. 15.6 B 46.9 D 47.4 D 0.5 No 

5. 
Logistics Drive 
& Arch Roadc 

A.M. 8.8 A 72.2 E 71.1 E -1.1 No 

Midday 2.0 A 215.0 F 206.1 F -9.9 No 

P.M. 0.0 A 215.0 F 204.0 F -11.0 No 

6. 
NCRF West 
Driveway & 
Arch Roadd 

A.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 3.8 A 3.8 No 

Midday 0.0 A 0.0 A 4.1 A 4.1 No 

P.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 4.2 A 4.2 No 

7. 
NCRF East 
Driveway & 
Arch Roadc 

A.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 No 

Midday 9.4 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 No 

P.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 No 

8. 
Austin Road & 
Arch Roadc 

A.M. 7.9 A 26.4 C 28.4 C 2.0 No 

Midday 7.9 A 126.8 F 149.3 F 22.5 Yes 

P.M. 7.8 A 368.8 F 436.1 F 67.3 Yes 

9. 

Austin Road & 
Project Access 
Driveway 
(CHCF & 
DeWitt Nelson) 

A.M. na na 0.0 A 0.7 A 0.7 No 

Midday na na 9.6 A 13.0 B 3.4 No 

P.M. na na 10.3 B 16.0 B 5.7 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

d Unsignalized Intersection: For two-way stop controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the worst approach.  

Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 

 



CDCR  NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects 
Transportation 4.11-72 DEIR 

The addition of project-related trips would contribute to an already deficient level of service at the SR 99 SPUI & 
Arch Road (#1/2). This intersection would continue to operate at LOS F, during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak 
hours, however delay would only increase by more than five seconds for the A.M. and Midday peak hours, which 
would be significant based on City of Stockton criteria for a state facility. Therefore, this would be a significant 
cumulative impact and the project’s contribution would be considerable. 

The addition of project-related trips would contribute to an already deficient level of service at the intersection of 
Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road (#3). This intersection would continue to operate at LOS F 
during the Midday and P.M. peak hours and would increase delay by more than five seconds. Therefore, this 
would be a significant cumulative impact and the project’s contribution would be considerable. 

The intersection of Logistics Drive & Arch Road (#5) would continue to operate at LOS E during the A.M. peak 
hour and LOS F during the Midday and P.M. peak hours, but would not increase delay by more than five seconds. 
Thus, the addition of project-related traffic would not result in a significant cumulative impact at this location. 

The intersection of Austin Road & Arch Road would continue to operate at LOS F during the Midday and P.M. 
peak hour. The addition of project-related trips would contribute to an already deficient level of service at this 
intersection and would increase delay above cumulative no project conditions. Therefore, this would be a 
significant cumulative impact and the project’s contribution would be considerable. 

All other study intersections would operate acceptably or would not exceed adopted significance thresholds of 
applicable agencies; therefore, no significant impacts would occur at these intersections. 

Cumulative Plus DeWitt Nelson Roadway Level of Service 

The study roadway segment and its corresponding 2035 Cumulative plus Dewitt Nelson project levels of service 
are presented in Table 4.11-54. Based on the roadway segment analysis results, the roadway operates at an 
acceptable level of service in the eastbound direction during the A.M. peak hour. The roadway operates below 
acceptable LOS D in the westbound direction during the A.M. peak hour and in both directions (eastbound and 
westbound) during the Midday and P.M. peak hours, respectively.  

Table 4.11-55 provides a level of service comparison to determine significance criteria and project impacts, if 
any.  

Table 4.11-54 
2035 Cumulative with DeWitt Nelson Project Roadway Segment Peak Hour LOS 

# Roadway Segment 
A.M. Midday P.M. 

EB WB EB WB EB WB 

1. 

Arch Road 
(East of Newcastle Road 
and west of NCRF West 
Driveway) 

Peak Hour Volumea 1,045 1,607 1,893 1,495 1,825 1,615 

Avg. Travel Speed (mph)b 19 7 12 16 16 8 

LOSc D F F E E F 

Notes: EB: Eastbound, WB: Westbound 

a Peak Hour Volume: Assumed for both directions (eastbound and westbound) 

b Average Travel Speed: Based on miles per hour  

c LOS: Level of Service. Based on average through-vehicle travel speed. 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 
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Table 4.11-55 
2035 Cumulative with DeWitt Nelson Project Roadway Segment Peak Hour LOS Impact Comparison 

# Roadway Segment 
2035 No Project  2035 Cumulative with DeWitt 

Nelson Project 

A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. 

1. 

Arch Road  
(East of Newcastle 
Road and west of 
NCRF West 
Driveway) 

Peak Hour Volumea 
EB 861 1,799 1,825 1,045 1,893 1,825 

WB 1,589 1,411 1,431 1,607 1,495 1,615 

Avg. Travel Speedb 
EB 19 16 16 19 12 16 

WB 6 14 13 7 16 8 

LOSc 
EB D E E D F E 

WB F E E F E F 

Notes:  

a Peak Hour Volume: Assumed for both directions (eastbound and westbound)  

b Average Travel Speed: Based on miles per hour  

c LOS: Level of Service. Based on average through-vehicle travel speed. 

Source: DKS Associates 2010  

 

Under cumulative conditions, the addition of DeWitt Nelson project trips would cause the LOS in the eastbound 
direction to deteriorate from LOS E to F during the Midday peak hours. The roadway would continue to operate 
at LOS E in the eastbound direction during the P.M. peak hours. In the westbound direction the roadway would 
continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. peak hour and LOS E during the Midday peak hour. However, the 
LOS would deteriorate from LOS E to LOS F in the P.M. peak hour. Per San Joaquin County’s significance 
criteria, for roadway segments operating at a deficient LOS, impacts on roadway segments are assessed in terms 
of volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios. If the v/c ratio for a roadway segment, under cumulative plus project 
conditions, exceeds the v/c ratio for the same roadway segment under cumulative no project conditions then 
mitigation measures that would return the v/c ratio to the cumulative no project level must be identified. Table 
4.11-56 provides a v/c comparison to determine significance criteria and project impacts, if any.  

Table 4.11-56 
2035 Cumulative with DeWitt Nelson Project Peak Hour Volume-to-Capacity Analysis 

# Roadway Segment 

Volume-to-Capacity Ratio 

Existing 
2035 No Project 

Condition 
2035 Cumulative with DeWitt 

Nelson Project Condition 
Significant 

Impact 

A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. Yes/No? 

1. 

Arch Road  
(East of Newcastle 
Road and west of 
NCRF West 
Driveway) 

EB 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.28 0.88 0.89 0.34 1.02 0.87 Yes 

WB 0.08 0.06 0.05 1.10 0.98 0.99 1.08 0.76 1.06 Yes 

Notes: Increases in V/C ratio are in bold for the designated peak hour. 

Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 

 

Based on the v/c analysis results, the addition of project-related traffic under cumulative conditions with DeWitt 
Nelson would result in an increase in the v/c ratio along this roadway segment in the eastbound direction during 
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the A.M. and Midday peak hour and in the westbound direction during the P.M. peak hour. This would be a 
significant cumulative impact and the project’s contribution would be considerable. 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project under cumulative conditions would result in the deterioration of three study 
intersections to unacceptable operating conditions based on adopted thresholds of local agencies. In addition, it would cause 
the v/c ratio for one roadway segment to increase above cumulative no project conditions Therefore, this would be a 
significant cumulative impact and the project’s contribution would be considerable. (Impact 4.11-3b) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-3b 

1. SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations and achieve a 
difference in average delay of less than five seconds or LOS D or better during the A.M., Midday, and 
P.M. peak hours. The project would contribute 2.97% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. 
peak hour, 2.32% during the Midday peak hour and 2.34% during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will 
contribute appropriate fees based on trip ends generated by the project to the City of Stockton traffic to 
help fund implementation of this improvement.  

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact for 4.11-3a (1). 

Table 4.11-57 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would continue to operate at 
LOS F during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours but would not increase delay by more than five seconds. 
Thus, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level based on adopted significance criteria. 
Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the analysis results including the project’s relative contribution to 
the study intersections. 

Table 4.11-57 
Cumulative with DeWitt Nelson Project – Mitigated Condition LOS Summary 

# Intersection Peak 

2035 Cumulative No 
Project Condition 

2035 Cumulative with 
Dewitt Nelson Project 

Mitigated 2035 Cumulative 
with Dewitt Nelson  
Project Condition 

Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

3. 
SR 99 SPUI & 
Arch Road 

A.M. 245.5 F 269.6 F 225.7 F -19.8 No 

Midday 197.0 F 204.8 F 163.0 F -34.0 No 

P.M. 204.2 F 207.2 F 159.1 F -45.1 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

 

2. Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road  

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations and achieve a 
difference in average delay of less than five seconds or LOS D or better during the A.M., Midday, and 
P.M. peak hours. The project would contribute 3.35% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. 
peak hour, 2.76% during the Midday peak hour, and 2.80% during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will 
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contribute appropriate fees based on trip ends generated by the project to the City of Stockton to help fund 
implementation of this improvement. 

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-3a (2). 

Table 4.11-58 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would operate at LOS D 
during the A.M. peak hour and it would continue to operate at LOS F during the Midday and P.M. peak hours but 
would not increase delay by more than five seconds. Thus, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level based on adopted significance criteria. Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the analysis results 
including the project’s relative contribution to the study intersections. 

Table 4.11-58 
Cumulative with DeWitt Nelson Project – Mitigated Condition LOS Summary 

# Intersection Peak 

2035 Cumulative No 
Project  

2035 Cumulative 
with DeWitt Nelson 

Project 

Mitigated 2035 
Cumulative with 

DeWitt Nelson Project  
Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

3. 
Kingsley Road – 
SR 99 Frontage 
Road & Arch Road 

A.M. 51.3 D 53.7 D Na na na No 

Midday 134.9 F 145.7 F 97.0 F -37.9 No 

P.M. 139.7 F 166.0 F 110.2 F -29.5 No 

Notes: Na: not applicable, acceptable LOS. 

Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

 

3. Austin Road & Arch Road 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations and achieve a 
difference in average delay of less than the cumulative no project condition or LOS D or better during the 
A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The project would contribute 5.50% of the traffic to this intersection 
during the A.M. peak hour, 3.60% during the Midday peak hour and 2.27% during the P.M. peak hour. 
CDCR will contribute appropriate fees based on trip ends generated by the project to the San Joaquin 
County t to help fund implementation of this improvement. 

► Increase the intersection traffic signal timing cycle length to 120 seconds and optimize splits during 
the Midday peak hour. 

► Increase the intersection traffic signal timing cycle length to 120 seconds and optimize splits during 
the P.M. peak hour and provide overlap phasing for the southbound right-turn lane. 

Table 4.11-59 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would continue to operate at 
LOS F during the Midday and P.M. peak hour but would not increase delay above cumulative no project 
conditions. Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the significance thresholds criteria including the 
project’s relative contribution to the study intersections. 
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Table 4.11-59 
Cumulative with DeWitt Nelson Project – Mitigated Condition LOS Summary  

# Intersection Peak 
2035 Cumulative  

No Project Condition 

2035 Cumulative  
with Dewitt  

Nelson Project 

Mitigated 2035 Cumulative 
with Dewitt Nelson  
Project Condition 

Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

8. 
Austin Road & 
Arch Road 

A.M. 26.4 C 28.4 C Na na na No 

Midday 126.8 F 149.3 F 91.9 F -37.9 No 

P.M. 368.8 F 436.1 F 333.6 F -35.2 No 

Notes: Na: not applicable, acceptable LOS. Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

Source: DKS Associates 2010. 

 

4. Arch Road – East of Newcastle Road and west of NCRF West Driveway (Roadway Segment) 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve the roadway operations and achieve a 
difference in volume-to-capacity ratio equal to or less than the 2035 Cumulative No Project condition 
during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. CDCR will contribute appropriate fees based on trip ends 
generated by the project to the County of San Joaquin to help fund implementation of this improvement. 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the cycle length to 100 seconds and optimize east and west 
splits during the Midday peak hour at the intersection of Logistics Drive and Arch Road. 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the cycle length to 140 seconds and optimize east and west 
splits during the P.M. peak hour at the intersection of Logistics Drive and Arch Road. 

Table 4.11-60 lists the mitigated LOS and volume-to-capacity ratio. With this mitigation in place, the roadway 
would continue to operate at LOS F during the Midday peak hour and LOS E during the P.M. peak hour in the 
eastbound direction. In the westbound direction, the roadway would continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. 
peak hour and at LOS E during the Midday and P.M. peak hour but would not increase the volume-to-capacity 
level above cumulative no project conditions. Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the significance 
thresholds criteria including the project’s relative contribution to the study intersections. 

Table 4.11-60 
2035 Cumulative plus DeWitt Nelson Project Peak Hour Volume-to-Capacity Analysis 

# Roadway Segment 

Volume-to-Capacity Ratio (V/C) 

2035 Cumulative No 
Project Condition 

2035 Cumulative with 
DeWitt Project Condition 

2035 Cumulative with DeWitt 
Project Condition Mitigated 

Significant 
Impact 

A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. Yes or No? 

1. 

Arch Road 
(west of NCRF 
West Driveway 
and East of 
Newcastle 
Road) 

EB 0.28 0.88 0.89 0.34 1.02 0.87 0.34 0.86 0.83 No 

LOS D E E D F E D F E No 

WB 1.10 0.98 0.99 1.08 0.76 1.06 1.08 0.96 0.97 No 

LOS F E E F E F F E E No 

Notes: Increases in V/C ratio are in bold for the designated peak hour. 

Source: DKS Associates 2010. 
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Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-3a (1) would reduce the project’s impacts to the 
intersection of SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road to a less-than-significant level. While feasible mitigation is available, 
Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this mitigation 
would be implemented prior to operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact, 
for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be cumulatively significant and unavoidable and the project’s 
contribution would be considerable in the event the mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the 
project.  

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-3a (2) would reduce the project’s impact to the intersection 
of Kingsley Road (Frontage Road) and Arch Road to a less-than-significant level. While feasible mitigation is 
available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this 
mitigation would be implemented prior to operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the 
project’s impact, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be cumulatively significant and unavoidable 
and the project’s contribution would be considerable in the event the mitigation is not implemented prior to 
operation of the project.  

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-3b (3) would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level at the intersection of Austin Road & Arch Road. While feasible mitigation is available, San Joaquin County 
is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this mitigation would be 
implemented prior to operation of the project. Therefore, while this mitigation, if implemented would reduce the 
project’s impact to a less-than-significant level, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be potentially 
significant and unavoidable and the project’s contribution would be considerable in the event the mitigation is 
not implemented prior to operation of the project.  

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-3b (4) would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level along the Arch Road – East of Newcastle Road and west of NCRF West Driveway roadway segment. While 
feasible mitigation is available, San Joaquin County is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation 
and it is unknown whether this mitigation would be implemented prior to operation of the project. Therefore, 
while this mitigation, if implemented would reduce the project’s impact to a less-than-significant level, for 
purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be potentially significant and unavoidable and the project’s 
contribution would be considerable in the event the mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the 
project.  

Cumulative Plus Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

DKS evaluated whether the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would result in significant cumulative 
impacts at the study intersections. Trips associated with the project were added to the cumulative no project 
scenario and the resulting intersection turning movement volumes for the cumulative with project scenario are 
shown in Exhibit 4.11-15.  
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Source: DKS 2010 

2035 Cumulative General Plan Baseline with NCRF/DeWitt Nelson Project 
Peak Hour Traffic Volumes Exhibit 4.11-3 
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Cumulative Plus Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities Intersection Level of Service 

The intersections and their corresponding project levels of service are presented in Table 4.11-61. Appendix E 
includes the detailed calculation level of service analysis sheets including the weekday A.M., Midday, and P.M. 
peak hours.  

Table 4.11-61 
2035 Cumulative with NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Intersection Peak Hour LOS 

# Intersection 
A.M. Midday P.M. 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 

1/2. SR 99 SPUI & Arch Roadc 290.6 F 219.3 F 210.3 F 

3. 
Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & 
Arch Roadc 

58.8 E 159.4 F 190.7 F 

4. Newcastle Road & Arch Roadc 30.8 C 45.5 D 48.8 D 

5. Logistics Drive & Arch Roadc 70.6 E 198.7 F 197.9 F 

6. NCRF West Driveway & Arch Roadd 3.8 A 6.4 A 8.7 A 

7. NCRF East Driveway & Arch Roadc 0.0 A 15.0 C 13.7 B 

8. Austin Road & Arch Roadc 28.7 C 151.2 F 438.4 F 

9. 
Austin Road & Project Access Drivewayc 
(CHCF & DeWitt Nelson) 

0.7 A 13.1 B 16.1 B 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

na: not applicable. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

d Unsignalized Intersection For two-way stop controlled intersections; the LOS rating is based on the worst approach. For all-way stop 

controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the average delay 

Source: DKS Associates, 2010. 
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Table 4.11-62 provides a level of service comparison to determine significance criteria and project impacts, if 
any.  

Table 4.11-62 
2035 Cumulative with NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Project Intersection Peak Hour LOS Impact Comparison 

# Intersection Peak 
Existing 

2035 Cumulative 
No Project  

2035 Cumulative with 
NCRF and DeWitt 
Nelson Facilities 

Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

1/2. 
SR 99 SPUI & 
Arch Roadc 

A.M. na na 245.5 F 290.6 F 45.1 Yes 

Midday na na 197.0 F 219.3 F 22.3 Yes 

P.M. na na 204.2 F 210.3 F 6.1 Yes 

3. 

Kingsley Road 
– SR 99 
Frontage Road 
& Arch Roadc 

A.M. 19.1 B 51.3 D 58.8 E 7.5 Yes 

Midday 20.7 C 134.9 F 159.4 F 24.5 Yes 

P.M. 20.6 C 139.7 F 190.7 F 51.0 Yes 

4. 
Newcastle Road 
& Arch Roadc 

A.M. 15.3 B 27.0 C 30.8 C 3.8 No 

Midday 19.5 B 44.9 D 45.5 D 0.6 No 

P.M. 15.6 B 46.9 D 48.8 D 1.9 No 

5. 
Logistics Drive 
& Arch Roadc 

A.M. 8.8 A 72.2 E 70.6 E -1.6 No 

Midday 2.0 A 215.0 F 198.7 F -16.3 No 

P.M. 0.0 A 215.0 F 197.9 F -17.1 No 

6. 
NCRF West 
Driveway & 
Arch Roadd 

A.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 3.8 A 3.8 No 

Midday 0.0 A 0.0 A 6.4 A 6.4 No 

P.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 8.7 A 8.7 No 

7. 
NCRF East 
Driveway & 
Arch Roadc 

A.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 A 0.0 No 

Midday 0.0 A 0.0 A 15.0 C 15.0 No 

P.M. 0.0 A 0.0 A 13.7 B 13.7 No 

8. 
Austin Road & 
Arch Roadc 

A.M. 7.9 A 26.4 C 28.7 C 2.3 No 

Midday 7.9 A 126.8 F 151.2 F 24.4 Yes 

P.M. 7.8 A 368.8 F 438.4 F 69.6 Yes 

9. 

Austin Road & 
Project Access 
Drivewayc 
(CHCF & 
DeWitt Nelson) 

A.M. na na 0.0 A 0.7 A 0.7 No 

Midday na na 9.6 A 13.1 B 3.5 No 

P.M. na na 10.3 B 16.1 B 5.8 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. na: not applicable. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

d Unsignalized Intersection For two-way stop controlled intersections; the LOS rating is based on the worst approach. For all-way stop 

controlled intersections, the LOS rating is based on the average delay.  

Source: DKS Associates 2010 
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The addition of project-related trips would contribute to an already deficient level of service at the SR 99 SPUI & 
Arch Road (#1/2) intersection. This intersection would continue to operate at LOS F, during the A.M., Midday 
and P.M. peak hours and would increase delay by more than five seconds, which would be significant based on 
City of Stockton criteria for a state facility. Therefore, this would be a significant cumulative impact and the 
project’s contribution would be considerable. 

The addition of project-related trips would contribute to an already deficient level of service at the intersection of 
Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road (#3). This intersection would deteriorate from LOS D to 
LOS E during the A.M. peak hour. During the Midday and P.M. peak hours, the intersection would continue to 
operate at LOS F and would increase delay by more than five seconds. Therefore, this would be a significant 
cumulative impact and the project’s contribution would be considerable. 

The intersection of Logistics Drive & Arch Road would continue to operate at LOS E during the A.M. peak hour 
and LOS F during the Midday and P.M. peak hours but would not increase delay by more than five seconds. 
Thus, the addition of project-related traffic would not result in a significant cumulative impact at this location. 

The intersection of Austin Road & Arch Road would continue to operate at LOS F during the Midday and P.M. 
peak hour. The addition of project-related trips would contribute to an already deficient level of service F at this 
intersection during the Midday peak hour and P.M. peak hour and would increase delay above cumulative no 
project conditions. Therefore, this would be a significant cumulative impact and the project’s contribution would 
be considerable. 

All other study intersections would operate acceptably or would not exceed adopted significance thresholds of 
applicable agencies; therefore, no significant impacts would occur at these intersections. 

Cumulative Plus Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities Roadway Level of Service 

The roadway segment and its corresponding 2035 cumulative with combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects 
levels of service are presented in Table 4.11-63. Based on the roadway segment analysis results, the roadway 
would operate at an acceptable level of service D in the eastbound direction during the A.M. peak hour. The 
roadway would operate at LOS F in the westbound direction during the A.M. peak hour. During the Midday and 
P.M. peak hours, the roadway operates at LOS E in the eastbound direction and at LOS F in the westbound 
direction, respectively.  

Table 4.11-64 provides a level of service comparison to determine significance criteria and project impacts, if 
any.  

Table 4.11-63 
2035 Cumulative with NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Projects Roadway Segment Peak Hour LOS 

# Roadway Segment 
A.M. Midday P.M. 

EB WB EB WB EB WB 

1. 

Arch Road 
(west of NCRF West 
Driveway and East of 
Newcastle Road) 

Peak Hour Volumea 1,209 1,624 1,958 1,596 1,825 1,779 

Avg. Travel Speed (mph)b 19 6 16 9 16 6 

LOSc D F E F E F 

Notes: EB: Eastbound, WB: Westbound 

a Peak Hour Volume: Assumed for both directions (eastbound and westbound) 

b Average Travel Speed: Based on miles per hour  

c LOS: Level of Service. Based on average through-vehicle travel speed. 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 
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Table 4.11-64 
2035 Cumulative with NCRF and Dewitt Nelson Projects Roadway Segment  

Peak-Hour LOS Impact Comparison 

# Roadway Segment 
2035 Cumulative No Project 

2035 Cumulative with NCRF 
and DeWitt Nelson Project  

A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. 

1. 

Arch Road 
(west of NCRF West 
Driveway and East of 
Newcastle Road) 

Peak Hour 
Volumea 

EB 861 1,799 1,825 1,209 1,958 1,825 

WB 1,589 1,411 1,431 1,624 1,596 1,779 

Avg. Travel 
Speedb 

EB 19 16 16 19 16 16 

WB 6 14 13 6 9 6 

LOSc 
EB D E E D E E 

WB F E E F F F 

b Average Travel Speed: Based on miles per hour  

c LOS: Level of Service. Based on average through-vehicle travel speed. 

 

Under cumulative conditions, the addition of NCRF and DeWitt Nelson project trips would cause the LOS in the 
eastbound direction to continue to operate at LOS E during the Midday and P.M. peak hours. In the westbound 
direction the roadway would continue to operate at LOS F direction during the A.M. peak hour and would 
deteriorate from LOS E to LOS F during the Midday and P.M. peak hour. Per San Joaquin County’s significance 
criteria, for roadway segments operating at a deficient LOS, impacts on roadway segments are assessed in terms 
of volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios. If the v/c ratio for a roadway segment, under cumulative plus project 
conditions, exceeds the v/c ratio for the same roadway segment under cumulative no project conditions then 
mitigation measures that would return the v/c ratio to the cumulative no project level must be identified. Table 
4.11-65 provides a v/c comparison to determine significance criteria and project impacts, if any.  

Table 4.11-65 
2035 Cumulative Plus NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Projects Peak Hour Volume-to-Capacity Analysis 

# Roadway Segment 

Volume-to-Capacity Ratio 

Existing 2035 No Project  
2035 with NCRF/DeWitt 

Nelson Project  
Significant 

Impact 

A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. Yes/No? 

1. 

Arch Road 
(west of NCRF West 
Driveway and East of 
Newcastle Road) 

EB 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.28 0.88 0.89 0.39 0.94 0.87 Yes 

WB 0.08 0.06 0.05 1.10 0.98 0.99 1.10 1.05 1.11 Yes 

Notes: Increases in V/C ratio are in bold for the designated peak hour. 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

 

Based on the v/c ratio analysis results, the addition of project-related traffic under cumulative conditions with 
NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would result in an increase in the v/c ratio along this roadway segment in the 
eastbound direction during the A.M. and Midday peak hours and in the westbound direction during the Midday 
and P.M. peak hours. This would be a significant cumulative impact and the project’s contribution would be 
considerable. 
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Implementation of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would result in the deterioration of three study intersections to 
unacceptable operating conditions based on adopted thresholds of local agencies. In addition, it would cause the v/c ratio for 
one roadway segment to increase above cumulative no project conditions. Therefore, this would be a significant cumulative 
impact and the project’s contribution would be considerable (Impact 4.11-3c). 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-3c 

1. SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations and achieve a 
difference in average delay of less than five seconds or LOS D or better during the A.M., Midday, and 
P.M. peak hours. The project would contribute 5.49% of the traffic to this intersection during the A.M. 
peak hour, 4.38% during the Midday peak hour, and 4.37% during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will 
contribute appropriate fees based on trip ends generated by the project to the City of Stockton to help fund 
implementation of this improvement.  

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-3a(1) 

Table 4.11-66 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would continue to operate at 
LOS F during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours but would not increase delay by more than five seconds. 
Thus, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level based on adopted significance criteria. 
Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the analysis results including the project’s relative contribution to 
the study intersections. 

Table 4.11-66 
Cumulative with NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Projects – Mitigated Condition LOS Summary 

# Intersection Peak 
2035 Cumulative No 

Project Condition 

2035 Cumulative 
with NCRF/DeWitt 

Nelson Project 

Mitigated 2035 Cumulative 
with NCRF/DeWitt Nelson 

Project Condition 
Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

3. 
SR 99 SPUI & 
Arch Road 

A.M. 245.5 F 290.6 F 248.8 F 3.3 No 

Midday 197.0 F 219.3 F 170.7 F -26.3 No 

P.M. 204.2 F 210.3 F 161.9 F -42.3 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

 

2. Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road & Arch Road  

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations and achieve a 
difference in average delay of less than five seconds or LOS D or better during the A.M., Midday, and 
P.M. peak hours. The project would contribute 6.19% of the traffic during the A.M. peak hour, 5.20% 
during the Midday peak hour and 6.17% during the P.M. peak hour. CDCR will contribute appropriate 
fees based on trip ends generated by the project to the City of Stockton t to help fund implementation of 
this improvement.  

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-1a (2). 
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Table 4.11-67 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would improve to LOS D 
during the A.M. peak hour and it would continue to operate at LOS F during the Midday and P.M. peak hours, but 
would not increase delay by more than five seconds. Thus, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level based on adopted significance criteria. Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the analysis results 
including the project’s relative contribution to the study intersections. 

Table 4.11-67 
Cumulative with NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Projects – Mitigated Condition LOS Summary 

# Intersection Peak 
2035 Cumulative 

No Project  

2035 Cumulative 
with NCRF/Dewitt 

Nelson Project 

Mitigated 2035  
Cumulative with NCRF/ 
Dewitt Nelson Project  

Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

3. 
Kingsley Road – 
SR 99 Frontage 
Road & Arch Road 

A.M. 51.3 D 58.8 E 39.8 D -11.5 No 

Midday 134.9 F 159.4 F 98.8 F -36.1 No 

P.M. 139.7 F 190.7 F 118.8 F -20.9 No 

Notes: Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

 

3. Austin Road & Arch Road 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve intersection operations and achieve a 
difference in average delay of less than the cumulative no project conditions or LOS D or better during 
the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. The project would contribute 6.03% of the traffic to this 
intersection during the A.M. peak hour, 3.98% during the Midday peak hour and 2.49% during the P.M. 
peak hour. CDCR will contribute appropriate fees based on trip ends generated by the project to the 
County of San Joaquin to help fund implementation of this improvement.  

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-3b (3). 

Table 4.11-68 lists the mitigated LOS. With this mitigation in place, the intersection would continue to operate at 
LOS F during the Midday and P.M. peak hour, but would not increase delay above cumulative no project 
conditions. Appendix E includes a comparison summary of the significance thresholds criteria including the 
project’s relative contribution to the study intersections. 

4. Arch Road – East of Newcastle Road and west of NCRF West Driveway (Roadway Segment) 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve the roadway operations and achieve a 
difference in volume-to-capacity ratio equal to or less than the 2035 Cumulative No Project condition 
during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours. CDCR will contribute appropriate fees based on trip ends 
generated by the project to the County of San Joaquin to help fund implementation of this improvement.  

► Adjust traffic signal timing to optimize the cycle length to 130 seconds and optimize east and west 
splits on Arch Road during the Midday peak hour at the intersection of Logistics Drive and Arch 
Road. 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to the cycle length to 140 seconds and optimize east and west splits on 
Arch Road during the P.M. peak hour at the intersection of Logistics Drive and Arch Road. 
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Table 4.11-68 
Cumulative with NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Projects – Mitigated Condition LOS Summary  

# Intersection Peak 
2035 Cumulative 

No Project  

2035 Cumulative with 
NCRF/DeWitt Nelson 

Project 

Mitigated 2035 Cumulative 
with NCRF/DeWitt Nelson 

Project  
Significant Impact 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb ∆ in delay Yes/No? 

8. 
Austin Road & 
Arch Road 

A.M. 26.4 C 28.7 C na na na No 

Midday 126.8 F 151.2 F 93.1 F -33.7 No 

P.M. 368.8 F 438.4 F 335.6 F -33.2 No 

Notes: na: not applicable, the intersection operates at acceptable LOS. Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are in bold. 

a Delay: in seconds per vehicle 

b LOS: Level of Service 

c Signalized Intersection 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

 

Table 4.11-69 lists the mitigated LOS and volume-to-capacity ratio. With this mitigation in place, the roadway 
would continue to operate at LOS F during the Midday peak hour and LOS E during the P.M. peak hour in the 
eastbound direction. In the westbound direction, the roadway would continue to operate at LOS F during the A.M. 
peak hour and at LOS E during the Midday and P.M. peak hour. Delay at this intersection would not increase 
above background conditions. Therefore, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Appendix 
E includes a comparison summary of the significance thresholds criteria including the project’s relative 
contribution to the study intersections. 

Table 4.11-69 
2035 Cumulative plus NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Projects Peak Hour Volume-to-Capacity Analysis 

# Roadway Segment 

Volume-to-Capacity Ratio (V/C) 

2035 Cumulative No 
Project  

2035 Cumulative with 
NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 

Project  

2035 Cumulative with 
NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 

Project Mitigated 

Significant 
Impact 

A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. A.M. MD P.M. Yes or No? 

1. 

Arch Road 
(East of Newcastle 
Road and west of 

NCRF West 
Driveway and) 

EB 0.28 0.88 0.89 0.39 0.94 0.87 0.39 0.87 0.77 No 

LOS D E E D E E D E D No 

WB 1.10 0.98 0.99 1.10 1.05 1.11 1.10 0.95 0.96 No 

LOS F E E F F F F E E No 

 

 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-3a (1) would reduce the project’s impacts to the 
intersection of SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road to a less-than-significant level. While feasible mitigation is available, 
Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this mitigation 
would be implemented prior to operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact, 
for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be cumulatively significant and unavoidable and the DeWitt 
Nelson and NCRF project’s contribution would be considerable in the event the mitigation is not implemented 
prior to operation of the project.  
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Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-3a (2) would reduce the project’s impact to the intersection 
of Kingsley Road (Frontage Road) and Arch Road to a less-than-significant level. While feasible mitigation is 
available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this 
mitigation would be implemented prior to operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the 
project’s impact, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be cumulatively significant and unavoidable 
and the DeWitt Nelson and the NCRF project’s contribution would be considerable in the event the mitigation is 
not implemented prior to operation of the project.  

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-3b (3) would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level at the intersection of Austin Road & Arch Road. While feasible mitigation is available, San Joaquin County 
is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this mitigation would be 
implemented prior to operation of the project. Therefore, while this mitigation, if implemented would reduce the 
DeWitt Nelson and NCRF project’s impact to a less-than-significant level, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is 
concluded to be potentially significant and unavoidable and the project’s contribution would be considerable in 
the event the mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the project.  

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-3c (4) would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level along the Arch Road – East of Newcastle Road and west of NCRF West Driveway roadway segment. While 
feasible mitigation is available, San Joaquin County is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation 
and it is unknown whether this mitigation would be implemented prior to operation of the project. Therefore, 
while this mitigation, if implemented would reduce the project’s impact to a less-than-significant level, for 
purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be potentially significant and unavoidable and the DeWitt Nelson 
and NCRF project’s contribution would be considerable in the event the mitigation is not implemented prior to 
operation of the project.  

Impact 4.11-4: Project and Cumulative Impacts to Freeway Segments and Merge/Diverge 

This section provides an evaluation of State Route 99, between the French Camp Road interchange to the south 
and Arch Road, and between Arch Road and the Mariposa Road interchange to the north. The operational analysis 
was conducted for the freeway mainline using the Basic Freeway Segment methodologies set forth in the HCM 
(Caltrans 2000). A LOS rating is measured in terms of volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio and vehicle density. For the 
purpose of this analysis, a lane capacity of 1,850 vehicles per lane per hour (vplph) was assumed, which is 
consistent with that used in the analysis presented in the CHCF and Mariposa Lakes Project EIR’s. A weaving 
analysis was not required as the distance between the interchanges of Mariposa Road, Arch Road, and French 
Camp Road, is greater than 2,500 feet, which is enough distance to allow vehicles to merge/exist without potential 
weaving impacts. Per Caltrans standard, an acceptable operational LOS for freeway mainline segments is LOS D 
or better. 

Table 4.11-70 defines the level of service for freeway segments. 

Existing (2009) Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes were obtained from the Caltrans Traffic and 
Vehicle Data Systems Unit (Caltrans 2010d) database. Peak hour directional volumes were determined using the 
“K” and “D” factors provided in the Peak Hour Volume Data Report on the Caltrans Traffic Data Branch website. 
Future forecast ramp volumes were added onto the existing mainline volumes accordingly. The analysis assumed 
the current lane capacity for the existing scenario. Under the background and project scenarios, the planned 
widening of SR 99 from four-lanes to six-lanes was assumed. The 2035 scenario assumes an additional widening 
from six lanes to ten-lanes on SR 99, which is consistent with Caltrans’ plans for this facility. Table 4.11-71 
provides a summary of the freeway analysis for all study scenarios. 
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Table 4.11-70 
Level of Service Definition for Freeway Segments 

Level of Service Maximum V/C ratio Maximum Density (pcpmpl) 

A 0.32 0-11 

B 0.53 >11-18 

C 0.74 >18-26 

D 0.90 >26-35 

E 1.0 >35-45 

F varies >45 

Notes: v/c: volume to capacity. 

pcpmpl: passenger car-per mile-per lane. 

Source: Transportation Research Board, Special Report 209, Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 23 

 

Table 4.11-71 
Freeway Segment LOS Summary 

Scenario Peak 

French Camp to Arch Road Arch Road to Mariposa Road 

Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound 

Volume V/C LOS Volume V/C LOS Volume V/C LOS Volume V/C LOS 

Existing 
AM 2,916 0.79 D 2,389 0.65 C 3,130 0.85 D 2,225 0.60 C 

PM 3,299 0.89 D 2,984 0.81 D 3,542 0.96 E 2,780 0.75 D 

Background 
AM 3,800 0.68 C 4,849 0.87 D 3,939 0.71 C 2,556 0.46 B 

PM 3,9141 0.70 C 4,162 0.75 D 5,388 1.00 E 3,572 0.66 C 

NCRF Project 
AM 3,848 0.69 C 4,914 0.89 D 3,946 0.71 C 2,561 0.46 B 

PM 3,911 0.70 C 4,176 0.75 D 5,590 1.01 F 3,722 0.67 C 

DeWitt Nelson 
Project 

AM 3,854 0.69 C 4,922 0.89 D 3,946 0.71 C 2,561 0.46 B 

PM 3,911 0.70 C 4,176 0.75 D 5,598 1.01 F 3,728 0.67 C 

NCRF/DeWitt 
Nelson 

AM 3,902 0.70 C 4,987 0.90 D 3,953 0.71 C 2,566 0.46 B 

PM 3,911 0.70 C 4,176 0.75 D 5,663 1.02 F 3,776 0.68 C 

2035 No 
Project 

AM 3,154 0.34 B 3,063 0.33 B 3,427 0.37 B 2426 0.26 A 

PM 3,718 0.40 B 3,582 0.39 B 4,461 0.48 B 2,826 0.31 A 

2035 with 
NCRF 

AM 3,202 0.35 B 3,128 0.34 B 3,434 0.37 B 2,431 0.26 A 

PM 3,719 0.40 B 3,582 0.39 B 4,526 0.49 B 2,874 0.31 A 

2035 with 
DeWitt Nelson 

AM 3,207 0.35 B 3,136 0.34 B 3,434 0.37 B 2,431 0.26 A 

PM 3,718 0.40 B 3,582 0.39 B 4,533 0.49 B 2,880 0.31 A 

2035 with 
NCRF/DeWitt 

Nelson 

AM 3,256 0.35 B 3,200 0.35 B 3,441 0.37 B 2,436 0.26 A 

PM 3,719 0.40 B 3,582 0.39 B 4,598 0.50 B 2,928 0.32 A 

Notes: Volume: peak hour volume, v/c: volume-to-capacity ratio, LOS: level of service 

Source: DKS Associates 2010 
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Under the existing condition, SR 99 operates at LOS E during the P.M. peak hour, north of the Arch Road 
interchange. Per Caltrans criteria, this segment of the freeway operates below acceptable LOS D. All other 
segments operate at LOS D or better under existing conditions. Under the background condition, the segment of 
SR 99 north of Arch Road interchange would continue to operate at LOS E. All freeway segments would operate 
acceptably under cumulative 2035 conditions. 

NCRF Only 

The addition of the NCRF project traffic to this segment of SR 99 would deteriorate the LOS E in the background 
condition to LOS F during the P.M. peak hour. The project would contribute 1.16 % of the traffic and it would 
result in an increase of 0.01 in the volume-to-capacity ratio. In addition, the project would potentially result in 
merging and diverging impacts on the freeway because of the capacity constraints. This increase in volume-to-
capacity ratio exceeds the threshold for San Joaquin County. Therefore, this would be considered a significant 
project impact. 

Implementation of the NCRF project would result in the deterioration of the Arch Road to Mariposa Road freeway segment in 
the northbound direction to an unacceptable LOS. In addition, the project would potentially result in merging and diverging 
impacts on the freeway. This would be a significant impact. (Impact 4.11-4a) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-4a 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve the freeway operations. 

► Widen SR 99 from six-lanes to eight lanes. 

With implementation of this improvement, the LOS of this freeway segment would improve from F to D.  

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-4a would reduce the project’s impacts to the northbound 
segment of SR 99 from Arch Road to Mariposa Road, including merge/diverge impacts, to a less-than-significant 
level. While feasible mitigation is available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation. 
While Caltrans has identified and is planning for this improvement and construction is projected to begin in 2011, 
it is unlikely that this improvement could feasibly be implemented prior to operation of the project. Acceleration 
of the schedule would not be feasible. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact to this freeway 
segment once implemented, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be cumulatively significant and 
unavoidable and the project’s contribution would be considerable in the interim period when the project is 
operational and the improvement is not complete.  

DeWitt Nelson Only 

The addition of the DeWitt Nelson project traffic to this segment of SR 99 would deteriorate the LOS E in the 
background condition to LOS F during the P.M. peak hour. The project would contribute 1.30 % of the traffic 
during P.M. peak hour and it would result in an increase of 0.01 in the volume-to-capacity ratio. This increase in 
volume-to-capacity ratio exceeds the threshold for San Joaquin County. In addition, the project would potentially 
result in merging and diverging impacts on the freeway because of capacity constraints. Therefore, this would be 
considered a significant project impact. 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in the deterioration of the Arch Road to Mariposa Road freeway 
segment in the northbound direction to an unacceptable LOS. In addition, the project would potentially result in merging and 
diverging impacts on the freeway. This would be a significant impact. (Impact 4.11-4b) 
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Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-5b 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve the freeway operations 

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-4a. 

► With implementation of this improvement, the LOS of this freeway segment would improve from F 
to D. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-4a would reduce the project’s impacts to the northbound 
segment of SR 99 from Arch Road to Mariposa Road, including merge/diverge impacts, to a less-than-significant 
level. While feasible mitigation is available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation. 
While Caltrans has identified and is planning for this improvement and construction is projected to begin in 2011, 
it is unlikely that this improvement could feasibly be implemented prior to operation of the project. Acceleration 
of the schedule would not be feasible. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact to this freeway 
segment once implemented, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be cumulatively significant and 
unavoidable and the project’s contribution would be considerable in the interim period when the project is 
operational and the improvement is not complete.  

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

The addition of the combined NCRF/DeWitt Nelson project traffic to this segment of SR 99 would deteriorate the 
LOS E in the background condition to LOS F during the P.M. peak hour. The project would contribute 2.44 % of 
the traffic during P.M. peak hour result in an increase of 0.02 in the volume-to-capacity ratio. This increase in 
volume-to-capacity ratio exceeds the threshold for San Joaquin County. In addition, the project would potentially 
result in merging and diverging impacts on the freeway because of capacity constraints. Therefore, this would be 
considered a significant project impact. 

Implementation of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would result in the deterioration of the Arch Road to Mariposa Road 
freeway segment in the northbound direction to an unacceptable LOS. In addition, the project would potentially result in 
merging and diverging impacts on the freeway. This would be a significant impact, (Impact 4.11-4c) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-5c 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to improve the freeway operations 

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-4a. 

With implementation of this improvement, the LOS of this freeway segment would improve from F to D. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-4a would reduce the projects’ impacts to the northbound 
segment of SR 99 from Arch Road to Mariposa Road, including merge/diverge impacts, to a less-than-significant 
level. While feasible mitigation is available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation. 
While Caltrans has identified and is planning for this improvement and construction is projected to begin in 2011, 
it is unlikely that this improvement could feasibly be implemented prior to operation of the projects. Acceleration 
of the schedule would not be feasible. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact to this freeway 
segment once implemented, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be cumulatively significant and 
unavoidable and the project’s contribution would be considerable in the interim period when the project is 
operational and the improvement is not complete.  
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Cumulative Plus NCRF Only 

All study freeway segments would operate acceptably under the Cumulative plus NCRF Only project condition 
assuming that proposed freeway expansion projects would be implemented based on the timelines proposed by 
Caltrans. Therefore, the project would have less-than-significant freeway segment and merge/diverge impacts. 
However, it is possible that the proposed freeway expansion may not occur as proposed or may be delayed. If this 
occurs, potentially significant cumulative freeway segment and merge/diverge impacts would occur until such 
time that the freeway expansion is complete and the project would have a considerable contribution to this 
significant cumulative impact during that interim period.  

While implementation of the NCRF project under 2035 cumulative conditions would result in the acceptable operation of all 
study freeway segments assuming that proposed freeway expansions would be implemented as proposed, it is possible that 
expansion may be delayed such that interim cumulatively significant freeway segment and merge/diverge impacts would occur 
until such time that the expansion improvements are implemented. The project would have a considerable contribution to this 
significant cumulative impact during the interim period. (Impact 4.11-4d) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-4d 

No feasible mitigation is available beyond Caltrans’ proposed expansion of SR 99 from 6 to 10 lanes.  

Significance after Mitigation 

Caltrans is the agency that is responsible for implementing the freeway expansion. While Caltrans has identified 
and is planning for this improvement and construction is projected to begin in 2011, this improvement may not be 
implemented prior to cumulative development and acceleration of the schedule may not be feasible. Therefore, 
this impact is concluded to be cumulatively significant and unavoidable and the project’s contribution would be 
considerable in the interim period when the project is operational and the improvement is not complete.  

Cumulative Plus DeWitt Nelson Only 

All study freeway segments would operate acceptably under the Cumulative plus DeWitt Nelson Only project 
condition assuming that proposed freeway expansion projects would be implemented based on the timelines 
proposed by Caltrans. Therefore, the project would have less-than-significant freeway segment and merge/diverge 
impacts. However, it is possible that the proposed freeway expansion may not occur as proposed or may be 
delayed. If this occurs, potentially significant cumulative freeway segment and merge/diverge impacts would 
occur until such time that the freeway expansion is complete and the project would have a considerable 
contribution to this significant cumulative impact during that interim period.  

While implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project under 2035 cumulative conditions would result in the acceptable operation 
of all study freeway segments assuming that proposed freeway expansions would be implemented as proposed, it is possible 
that expansion may be delayed such that interim cumulatively significant freeway segment and merge/diverge impacts would 
occur until such time that the expansion improvements are implemented. The project would have a considerable contribution 
to this significant cumulative impact during the interim period. (Impact 4.11-4e) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-4e 

No feasible mitigation is available beyond Caltrans’ proposed expansion of SR 99 from 6 to 10 
lanes. Significance after Mitigation 

Caltrans is the agency that is responsible for implementing the freeway expansion. While Caltrans has identified 
and is planning for this improvement and construction is projected to begin in 2011, this improvement may not be 
implemented prior to cumulative development and acceleration of the schedule may not be feasible. Therefore, 
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this impact is concluded to be cumulatively significant and unavoidable and the project’s contribution would be 
considerable in the interim period when the project is operational and the improvement is not complete.  

Cumulative Plus Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

All study freeway segments would operate acceptably under the Cumulative plus NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 
project condition assuming that proposed freeway expansion projects would be implemented based on the 
timelines proposed by Caltrans. Therefore, the project would have less-than-significant freeway segment and 
merge/diverge impacts. However, it is possible that the proposed freeway expansion may not occur as proposed or 
may be delayed. If this occurs, potentially significant cumulative freeway segment and merge/diverge impacts 
would occur until such time that the freeway expansion is complete and the project would have a considerable 
contribution to this significant cumulative impact during that interim period.  

While implementation of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects under 2035 cumulative conditions would result in the 
acceptable operation of all study freeway segments assuming that proposed freeway expansions would be implemented as 
proposed, it is possible that expansion may be delayed such that interim cumulatively significant freeway segment and 
merge/diverge impacts would occur until such time that the expansion improvements are implemented. The project would 
have a considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact during the interim period. (Impact 4.11-4f) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-4f 

No feasible mitigation is available beyond Caltrans’ proposed expansion of SR 99 from 6 to 10 lanes.  

Significance after Mitigation 

Caltrans is the agency that is responsible for implementing the freeway expansion. While Caltrans has identified 
and is planning for this improvement and construction is projected to begin in 2011, this improvement may not be 
implemented prior to cumulative development and acceleration of the schedule may not be feasible. Therefore, this 
impact is concluded to be cumulatively significant and unavoidable and the project’s contribution would be 
considerable in the interim period when the project is operational and the improvement is not complete. 

Impact 4.11-5: Freeway Queuing Impacts  

A 95th percentile queuing analysis was performed for the SR 99 single-point urban interchange (SPUI) to 
determine the potential vehicle queue due to the projects (if any) and the ability of the existing roadway storage 
bays to provide adequate storage space for those queues. The 95th percentile queues were determined using 
SimTraffic, a simulation software, and by applying HCM Methodology. Three SimTraffic 60-minute simulation 
runs were conducted per Caltrans’ request, with the low and high range reported. Specific vehicle parameters 
were also accounted for in the simulation runs per Caltrans’ request. The analysis assumes an average car length 
of 25 feet. 

Table 4.11-72 summarizes the queuing analysis for the eastbound and westbound approach of the SR 99 SPUI & 
Arch Road, with the storage capacity indicated on top of the table and the 95% queue estimate shown for each 
scenario. The table shows the range of queues calculated for each movement. Table 4.11-73 summarizes the 
queuing analysis for SR 99 northbound and southbound ramps.  

Existing Condition 

Table 4.11-74 shows the existing storage capacities of the Arch Road eastbound and westbound approaches at the 
SR 99 SPUI. The eastbound approach provides a total storage capacity of 8,435 feet (337 vehicles) and consists of 
the following: dual left-turn lanes with a storage capacity of 350 feet (14 vehicles) for the inside lane and 1,975 feet 
(79 vehicles) for the outside lane. Note that the outside lane extends to the Qantas Lane and Arch Road intersection. 
The two (2) eastbound through lanes have a total storage capacity of 3,950 feet (1,975 feet, 79 vehicles per lane) and 
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the right-turn lane provides 2,160 feet (86 vehicles) of storage capacity. Note that the storage capacity for the right-
turn lanes includes the distance along the on-ramp to the SR 99 southbound mainline merging point. Queues 
reported for the dual eastbound left-turn movement account for the maximum queue for a single lane. 

The two (2) westbound left-turn lanes have a storage capacity of 225 feet each (9 vehicles per lane). The two (2) 
westbound through lanes have a storage capacity of 650 feet each (26 vehicles per lane) and the right-turn lane 
provides 740 feet (30 vehicles).  

Table 4.11-73 shows the existing storage capacities for the SR 99 northbound and southbound ramps at the SR 99 
SPUI and Arch Road interchange. The total storage length of the northbound ramp is 1,500 feet (60 vehicles) and 
1,250 feet (48 vehicles) for the southbound ramp. Under the background condition, the northbound ramp would 
include an additional right turn storage length of 300 feet. Queues reported for the northbound and southbound 
ramps represent the maximum queue for a single-left turn lane, right-turn, and through-lane segment of the ramp. 
The through-lane segment is assumed to be the distance from the stop line at the intersection to the gore of the 
freeway mainline. 

Table 4.11-73 
SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road Northbound and Southbound Ramps Queuing Analysis

Storage Lengths 

AM Peak Hour Midday Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

NB SB NB SB NB SB 

1,500 ft 1,250 ft 1,500 ft 1,250 ft 1,500 ft 1,250 ft 

Existing 151-174 2085-2331 136-146 90-119 114-125 110-152 

Background 2141-2211 1269-1763 2065-2261 2036-2252 1934-2331 2008-2246 

NCRF Project 2029-2154 1775-1914 2165-2297 2017-2229 2210-2307 2120-2286 

DeWitt Project 1932-2123 1915-2034 1843-2243 2091-2180 2227-2310 2124-2196 

NCRF/DeWitt Project 1912-2051 1875-2042 1863-2030 2015-2177 1992-2246 2067-2288 

2035 Cumulative No Project 1033-2277 1842-1929 1028-2310 2090-2186 1435-1710 2205-2293 

2035 with NCRF Project 2047-2196 1889-2079 2081-2240 2179-2254 1967-2099 2092-2156 

2035 with DeWitt Project 2079-2220 1857-1932 2227-2334 2089-2186 1951-3048 2038-2165 

2035 with NCRF/DeWitt Project 1864-2270 1879-1932 2044-2330 2059-2215 2050-2198 2081-2197 

Notes: ft: feet, # - #: Minimum – Maximum 95th queue range in feet, NB: Northbound, SB: Southbound  

Source: DKS Associates 2010. 

 

Background Condition 

SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road 

Based on the queuing analysis results, during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours, the eastbound through-lane 
queues between the SR 99 SPUI and Qantas Lane are estimated to be 85 vehicles, 90 vehicles, and 92 vehicles, 
respectively. The eastbound left-turn queues for the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours are estimated to be 84 
vehicles, 92 vehicles, and 90 vehicles, respectively. The eastbound through-lane and left-turn queues exceed the 
storage capacity for all peak hours and would likely have an effect on the operation of the Qantas Lane and Arch 
Road intersection. 

The westbound through-lane queues on Arch Road between the SR 99 SPUI and Kingsley Road are estimated to 
be 26 vehicles for the A.M. peak hour, 24 vehicles for the Midday peak hour, and 27 vehicles for the P.M. peak 
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Table 4.11-72 
SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road Queuing Analysis 

  AM Peak Hour Midday Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

  EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR 

Storage Lengths 1,975 ft 1,975 ft 2,160 ft 225 ft 650 ft 740 ft 1,975 ft 1,975 ft 2,160 ft 225 ft 650 ft 740 ft 1,975 ft 1,975 ft 2,160 ft 225 ft 650 ft 740 ft 

Existing 91-99 94-113 0 75-172 147-250 0 87-99 108-129 0 159-196 147-589 0-28 143-172 126-142 0 202-230 143-193 0-28 

Background 2015-2090 2045-2120 1685-1744 254-255 367-632 244-575 2191-2295 2283-2231 1056-1370 250 474-584 255-690 2068-2235 2160-2301 1017-1238 249-250 538-657 570-738 

NCRF Project 2009-2130 2105-2180 1756-1782 249-250 449-591 247-438 2173-2289 2189-2353 720-989 250 472-515 447-486 2200-2237 2204-2242 1060-1354 249-250 556-636 622-654 

DeWitt Project 1997-2012 2110-2126 1693-1741 250 572-658 501-616 2196-2258 2194-2365 551-917 249-250 496-640 446-512 2218-2281 2107-2237 967-1235 250 577-638 533-626 

NCRF/DeWitt Project 1991-2076 2089-2175 1690-1748 250 527-610 275-471 2071-2230 2201-2290 794-1146 250 570-617 604-663 2199-2238 2191-2322 562-1725 250 548-731 517-794 

2035 Cumulative No 
Project 

2160-2249 2046-2132 1434-1715 627-650 698-759 787-818 2123-2332 2015-2178 1424-1649 621-655 628-660 707-791 1957-2039 1966-2052 1410-1500 678-711 648-697 771-807 

2035 with NCRF Project 2044-2210 2049-2074 1493-1513 622-650 680-752 747-795 2173-2239 2063-2154 1515-1733 629-661 623-654 716-771 2202-2296 2077-2219 1604-1692 657-673 655-708 747-794 

2035 with DeWitt Project 2109-2141 2038-2092 1537-1661 628-660 691-722 683-787 2214-2281 2087-2174 1447-1645 606-712 666-720 730-745 2193-2289 2094-2152 1535-1694 673-685 639-682 728-782 

2035 with NCRF/DeWitt 
Project 

2029-2226 2026-2124 1603-1662 641-685 690-736 780-816 2209-2315 2162-2245 1635-1760 639-690 657-678 739-774 2156-2287 2104-2179 1517-1648 632-663 654-700 715-813 

Notes: ft: feet 

# - #: Minimum – Maximum 95th queue range in feet 

* Capacity for the WBL storage is increased to 650 feet. 

EBL: Eastbound left 

EBT: Eastbound thru 

EBR: Eastbound right 

WBL: Westbound left 

WBT: Westbound thru 

WBR: Westbound right 
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hour. The westbound right-turn lane queues are estimated to be 23 vehicles for the A.M. peak hour, 28 vehicles 
for the Midday peak hour, and 30 vehicles for the P.M. peak hour. Based on the queuing analysis results, the 
westbound through-lane queues would exceed the storage capacity during the P.M. peak hour and would likely 
have an effect on the intersection operation of Arch Road at Kingsley Road.  

SR 99 Northbound and Southbound Ramps 

During the Background A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours, the northbound off-ramp queues are estimated to be 
89 vehicles, 91 vehicles, and 93 vehicles, respectively. The southbound off-ramp queues for the A.M., Midday, 
and P.M. peak hours are estimated to be 71 vehicles, 91 vehicles, and 90 vehicles, respectively. Both northbound 
and southbound off-ramp queues would exceed the storage capacity of the ramps during all peak hours and would 
likely back up onto the mainline segment of SR 99. 

Cumulative 2035 Roadway Improvements 

The following roadway improvements were assumed in the cumulative 2035 analysis. Under the Year 2035 study 
scenarios, the intersection of Arch Road and Kingsley Road would be improved to include a fourth westbound 
through-lane, per the assumptions published in the Mariposa Lakes EIR. For the purpose of this analysis, it was 
assumed that the intersection at the SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road would not be widened to accommodate an 
additional westbound through-lane. The additional through-lane would be accommodated by extending the second 
westbound left turn pocket. The storage capacity of the westbound left-turn lane would, therefore, increase from 
225 to 650 feet or 26 vehicles.  

Cumulative 2035 No Project Condition 

Based on the queuing analysis results, during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours, the eastbound through-lane 
queues between the SR 99 SPUI and Qantas Lane are estimated to be 86 vehicles, 88 vehicles, and 83 vehicles, 
respectively. The eastbound left turn queues for the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours are estimated to be 90 
vehicles, 94 vehicles, and 82 vehicles, respectively. The eastbound through-lane and left queues exceed the 
storage capacity of the segment for all peak hours and would likely effect the operation of the Qantas Lane and 
Arch Road intersection.  

The westbound through-lane queues on Arch Road between the SR 99 SPUI and Kingsley Road are estimated to 
be 26 vehicles for the A.M. peak hour, 27 vehicles for the Midday peak hour, and 29 vehicles for the P.M. peak 
hour. The westbound right-turn queues are estimated to be 33 vehicles for the A.M. peak hour, 32 vehicles for the 
Midday peak hour, and 33 vehicles for the P.M. peak hour. The westbound left-turn queues exceed the storage 
capacity of the segment during the Midday and P.M. peak hours. The westbound through-lane and right-turn 
queues exceed the storage capacity of the segment during the all peak hours and would likely effect the operation 
at Kingsley Road. 

SR 99 Northbound and Southbound Ramps 

During the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours, the northbound off-ramp queues are estimated to be 92 vehicles, 
93 vehicles, and 69 vehicles, respectively. The southbound off-ramp queues for the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak 
hours are estimated to be 78 vehicles, 88 vehicles, and 92 vehicles, respectively. Both northbound and southbound 
queues would exceed the storage capacity of the off-ramps for all peak hours and would potentially back up onto 
the mainline segments of SR 99. 
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NCRF Only 

SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road 

Based on the queuing analysis results, during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours, the eastbound through-lane 
queues between the SR 99 SPUI and Qantas Lane are estimated to be 88 vehicles, 95 vehicles, and 90 vehicles, 
respectively. The eastbound left turn queues for the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours are estimated to be 86 
vehicles, 92 vehicles, and 90 vehicles, respectively. With the addition of NCRF project traffic, the eastbound 
through-lane queues increase by 3 vehicles during the A.M. peak hour and 5 vehicles during the Midday peak 
hour. During the P.M. peak hour, the queue decreases by 2 vehicles. The eastbound left turn queues increase by 2 
vehicles during the A.M. peak hour and remain the same for the Midday and P.M. peak hours. The eastbound 
through-lane and left queues continue to exceed the storage capacity for all peak hours and would likely have an 
effect on the operation of the Qantas Lane and Arch Road intersection. 

The westbound through-lane queues on Arch Road between the SR 99 SPUI and Kingsley Road are estimated to 
be 24 vehicles for the A.M. peak hour, 24 vehicles for the Midday peak hour, and 26 vehicles for the P.M. peak 
hour. The westbound right-turn queues are estimated to be 18 vehicles for the A.M. peak hour, 20 vehicles for the 
Midday peak hour, and 27 vehicles for the P.M. peak hour. Based on the analysis, which balances signal timing 
along this segment of Arch Road between the various intersections, the westbound through-lane P.M. peak hour 
queue would be reduced by 1 car, because of changed operating conditions and traffic patterns. The westbound 
right-turn queues would be reduced and would be accommodated within the storage length. 

SR 99 Northbound and Southbound Ramps 

During the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours, the northbound off-ramp queues are estimated to be 87 vehicles, 
92 vehicles, and 93 vehicles, respectively. The southbound off-ramp queues for the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak 
hours are estimated to be 77 vehicles, 90 vehicles, and 92 vehicles, respectively. With the addition of project 
traffic the northbound queue would increase by 1 car during the midday peak hour. The queue would be reduced 
for the A.M. peak hour and remain the same for the P.M. peak hour. With the addition of project traffic the 
southbound queue would increase by 6 vehicles during the A.M. peak hour and 2 vehicles during the P.M. peak 
hour. The queue would be reduced for the Midday peak hour. Both northbound and southbound off-ramp queues 
would continue to exceed the storage capacity of the off-ramps and would potentially back up onto the mainline 
segments of SR 99. 

Implementation of the NCRF project would result in eastbound through-lane and left queues at the intersection that continue to 
exceed the storage capacity for all peak hours. Further, both northbound and southbound off-ramp queues would continue to 
exceed the storage capacity of the off-ramps and would potentially back up onto the mainline segments of SR 99. This would 
be a significant impact. (Impact 4.11-5a) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-5a 

The following mitigation measures at the intersection of SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road have been identified 
to improve the operation of the intersection and balance the queue lengths. 

► Adjust traffic signal timing to balance queue lengths and delays at the control intersection on 
Kingsley Road – SR 99 Frontage Road and Arch Road and Qantas Lane and Arch Road so that 
vehicles do not queue back on to the mainline SR 99 freeway.  

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-4a. 

Implementation of this mitigation measure would return vehicle queues to background or better conditions. This 
impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  
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Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-5a would reduce the project’s impacts to vehicle queues. 
While feasible mitigation is available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation. With 
regard to signal timing, it is unknown whether this improvement would be implemented prior to operation of the 
project. Further, while Caltrans has identified and is planning for the widening of SR 99 to 10 lanes and 
construction is projected to begin in 2012, it is unlikely that this improvement could feasibly be implemented 
prior to operation of the project. Acceleration of the schedule would not be feasible. While this mitigation would 
reduce the project’s impact to this freeway segment once implemented, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is 
concluded to be significant and unavoidable in the interim period when the project is operational and the 
improvement is not complete.  

DeWitt Nelson Only  

SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road 

Based on the queuing analysis results, during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours the eastbound through-lane 
queues between the SR 99 SPUI and Qantas Lane are estimated to be 85 vehicles, 95 vehicles, and 90 vehicles, 
respectively. The eastbound left turn queues for the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours are estimated to be 81 
vehicles, 91 vehicles, and 92 vehicles, respectively. With the addition of DeWitt Nelson project traffic, the 
eastbound through-lane queues would increase by 5 vehicles during the Midday peak hour and remain the same 
for the A.M. peak hour. The queue would decrease by 2 vehicles during the P.M. peak hour. The eastbound left 
turn queues would increase by 2 vehicles during the P.M. peak hour and decrease for the Midday and P.M. peak 
hours. The eastbound through-lane and left queues would continue to exceed the storage capacity for all peak 
hours and would likely have an effect on the operation of the Qantas Lane and Arch Road intersection. 

The westbound through-lane queues on Arch Road between the SR 99 SPUI and Kingsley Road are estimated to 
be 27 vehicles for the A.M. peak hour, 26 vehicles for the Midday peak hour, and 26 vehicles for the P.M. peak 
hour. The westbound right-turn queues are estimated to be 25 vehicles for the A.M. peak hour, 21 vehicles for the 
Midday peak hour, and 25 vehicles for the P.M. peak hour. One vehicle would be added to the westbound though 
queue which would exceed the storage capacity and would likely effect the operation of Arch Road at Kingsley 
Road. Westbound right-turn queues would increase by 2 vehicles during the A.M. peak hour and would be 
reduced during the Midday and P.M. peak hours. The westbound right turn queues would be accommodated 
within the storage length.  

SR 99 Northbound and Southbound Ramps 

During the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours, the northbound off-ramp queues are estimated to be 85 vehicles, 
90 vehicles, and 93 vehicles, respectively. The southbound off-ramp queues for the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak 
hours are estimated to be 82 vehicles, 88 vehicles, and 88 vehicles, respectively. With the addition of project 
traffic, the northbound queue would decrease because of changed traffic patterns during the A.M. and Midday 
peak hour and would remain the same for the P.M. peak hour. With the addition of project traffic, the southbound 
queue would increase by 11 vehicles during the A.M. peak hour. The queue would be reduced for the Midday and 
P.M. peak hours. Both northbound and southbound off-ramp queues continue to exceed the storage capacity of the 
off-ramps and would potentially back up onto the mainline segments of SR 99. 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in eastbound through-lane and left queues that would continue to 
exceed the storage capacity for all peak hours and would likely have an effect on the operation of the Qantas Lane and Arch 
Road intersection. Further, both northbound and southbound off-ramp queues would continue to exceed the storage capacity 
of the off-ramps and would potentially back up onto the mainline segments of SR 99. This would be a significant impact. 
(Impact 4.11-5b) 
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Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-5b 

The following mitigation measures at the intersection of SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road have been identified 
to improve the operation of the intersection and balance the queue lengths 

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-5a. 

Implementation of this mitigation measure would return vehicle queues to background or better conditions. This 
Impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-5a would reduce the project’s impacts to vehicle queues. 
While feasible mitigation is available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation. With 
regard to signal timing, it is unknown whether this improvement would be implemented prior to operation of the 
project. Further, while Caltrans has identified and is planning for the widening of SR 99 to 10 lanes and 
construction is projected to begin in 2012, it is unlikely that this improvement could feasibly be implemented 
prior to operation of the project. Acceleration of the schedule would not be feasible. While this mitigation would 
reduce the project’s impact to this freeway segment once implemented, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is 
concluded to be significant and unavoidable in the interim period when the project is operational and the 
improvement is not complete.  

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Based on the queuing analysis results, during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours, the eastbound through-lane 
queues between the SR 99 SPUI and Qantas Lane are estimated to be 87 vehicles, 92 vehicles, and 93 vehicles, 
respectively. The eastbound left turn queues for the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours are estimated to be 84 
vehicles, 90 vehicles, and 90 vehicles, respectively. With the addition of project traffic, the eastbound through-
lane queues would increase by 2 vehicles during the A.M. and Midday peak hours and by 1 car during the P.M. 
peak hour. The eastbound left turn queues would remain the same for the A.M. and P.M. peak hours and would 
decreases for the Midday peak hour. The eastbound through-lane and left queues would exceed the storage 
capacity of the segment for all peak hours and would likely effect the operation of the Qantas Lane and Arch 
Road operation. 

The westbound through-lane queues on Arch Road between the SR 99 SPUI and Kingsley Road are estimated to 
be 25 vehicles for the A.M. peak hour, 25 vehicles for the Midday peak hour, and 30 vehicles for the P.M. peak 
hour. The westbound right-turn queues are estimated to be 19 vehicles for the A.M. peak hour, 27 vehicles for the 
Midday peak hour, and 32 vehicles for the P.M. peak hour. Three vehicles would be added to the westbound 
through-lane movement during the P.M. peak hour. Based on the queuing analysis results, the westbound through-
lane queues would exceed the storage capacity during the P.M. peak hour and would likely have an effect on the 
operation of Arch Road at Kingsley Road. The westbound right-turn queues would increase by 2 vehicles during 
the P.M. peak hour and would be reduced during the A.M. and Midday peak hours. The westbound right turn 
queues would be accommodated within the storage length for the A.M. and Midday peak hours but would exceed 
the storage capacity during the P.M. peak hour and would likely have an effect on the operation of Arch Road at 
Kingsley Road.  

SR 99 Northbound and Southbound Ramps 

During the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours, the northbound off-ramp queues are estimated to be 83 vehicles, 
82 vehicles, and 90 vehicles, respectively. The southbound off-ramp queues for the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak 
hours are estimated to be 82 vehicles, 88 vehicles, and 92 vehicles, respectively. With the addition of project 
traffic, the northbound queue would decrease for all peak hours. With the addition of project traffic, the 
southbound queue would increase by 11 vehicles during the A.M. peak hour and 2 vehicles for the P.M. peak 
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hour. The queue would be reduced for the Midday peak hour. Both northbound and southbound queues would 
continue to exceed the storage capacity of the off-ramps and would potentially back up onto the mainline 
segments of SR 99. 

Implementation of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would result in eastbound through-lane and left queues that would 
continue to exceed the storage capacity for all peak hours and would likely have an effect on the operation of the Qantas Lane 
and Arch Road intersection. The westbound right turn queues would be accommodated within the storage length for the A.M. 
and Midday peak hours but would exceed the storage capacity during the P.M. peak hour and would likely have an effect on 
the operation of Arch Road at Kingsley Road. Further, both northbound and southbound off-ramp queues would continue to 
exceed the storage capacity of the off-ramps and would potentially back up onto the mainline segments of SR 99. This would 
be a significant impact. (Impact 4.11-5c) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-5c 

The following mitigation measures at the intersection of SR 99 SPUI & Arch Road have been identified 
to improve the operation of the intersection and balance the queue lengths. 

► Implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-6a. 

Implementation of this mitigation measure would return vehicle queues to background or better conditions. This 
Impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-5a would reduce the project’s impacts to vehicle queues. 
While feasible mitigation is available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation. With 
regard to signal timing, it is unknown whether this improvement would be implemented prior to operation of the 
project. Further, while Caltrans has identified and is planning for the widening of SR 99 to 10 lanes and 
construction is projected to begin in 2012, it is unlikely that this improvement could feasibly be implemented 
prior to operation of the project. Acceleration of the schedule would not be feasible. While this mitigation would 
reduce the project’s impact to this freeway segment once implemented, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is 
concluded to be significant and unavoidable in the interim period when the project is operational and the 
improvement is not complete.  

Cumulative with NCRF Project 

Based on the queuing analysis results, during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours, the eastbound through-lane 
queues between the SR 99 SPUI and Qantas Lane are estimated to be 83 vehicles, 87 vehicles, and 89 vehicles, 
respectively. The eastbound left turn queues for the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours are estimated to be 89 
vehicles, 90 vehicles, and 92 vehicles, respectively. With the addition of project traffic, the eastbound through-
lane queue would decrease for the A.M. and Midday peak hours and increase by 6 vehicles for the P.M. Peak hour. 
The eastbound left turn A.M. and Midday peak hour queues would be reduced and 10 vehicles would be added 
during the P.M. peak hour. The eastbound through-lane and left queues would exceed the storage capacity of the 
segment for all peak hours and would likely effect the operation of the Qantas Lane and Arch Road intersection. 

The westbound through lane queues on Arch Road between the SR 99 SPUI and Kingsley Road are estimated to 
be 31 vehicles for the A.M. peak hour, 27 vehicles for the Midday peak hour, and 29 vehicles for the P.M. peak 
hour. The westbound left-turn lane queues on Arch Road between the SR 99 SPUI and Kingsley Road are 
estimated to be 26 vehicles for the A.M. peak hour, 27 vehicles for the Midday peak hour, and 27 vehicles for the 
P.M. peak hour. The westbound right-turn queues are estimated to be 32 vehicles for the A.M. peak hour, 31 
vehicles for the Midday peak hour, and 32 vehicles for the P.M. peak hour. The westbound through-lane queues 
would remain the same for the A.M. and Midday peak hours and would increase by 1 vehicle during the P.M. 
peak hour. Westbound left turn queues would remain the same for the A.M. and Midday peak hours. P.M. peak 
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hour queues would be reduced by 2 vehicles. Westbound right turn queues would be reduced by 1 vehicle for all 
peak hours. The westbound queues would continue to exceed the storage capacity of the segment and would 
likely effect operation of Arch Road at Kingsley Road. 

SR 99 Northbound and Southbound Ramps 

During the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours, the northbound off-ramp queues are estimated to be 88 vehicles, 
90 vehicles, and 84 vehicles for the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours, respectively. The southbound off-ramp 
queues for the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours are estimated to be 84 vehicles, 90 vehicles, and 87 vehicles, 
respectively. With the addition of project traffic, the northbound queues would be reduced during the A.M. and 
Midday peak hour but would increase by 15 vehicles during the P.M. peak hour. The southbound queue would 
increase by 6 vehicles during the A.M. peak hour and 2 vehicles during the Midday peak hour. The P.M. queue 
would be reduced by 5 vehicles. Both northbound and southbound queues would continue exceed the storage 
capacity of the off-ramps for all peak hours and would potentially back up onto the mainline segments of SR 99. 

Implementation of the NCRF project under cumulative conditions would result in eastbound through-lane and left queues that 
would continue to exceed the storage capacity for all peak hours and would likely have an effect on the operation of the 
Qantas Lane and Arch Road intersection. The westbound queues would exceed the storage capacity and would likely have an 
effect on the operation of Arch Road at Kingsley Road. Further, both northbound and southbound off-ramp queues would 
continue to exceed the storage capacity of the off-ramps and would potentially back up onto the mainline segments of SR 99. 
This would be a significant cumulative impact and the project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable.  
(Impact 4.11-5d) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-5d 

No feasible mitigation that is not already planned is available to reduce this impact.  

Significance after Mitigation 

No feasible mitigation is available to reduce this impact. Therefore, this impact would be significant and 
unavoidable and the NCRF project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable.  

Cumulative Plus DeWitt Nelson Project  

Based on the queuing analysis results, during the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours, the eastbound through-lane 
queues between the SR 99 SPUI and Qantas Lane are estimated to be 84 vehicles, 87 vehicles, and 87 vehicles, 
respectively. The eastbound left turn queues for the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours are estimated to be 86 
vehicles, 92 vehicles, and 92 vehicles, respectively. With the addition of project traffic, the eastbound through-
lane and left turn queues would decrease for the A.M. and Midday peak hours. During the P.M. peak hour, the 
eastbound through-lane and left turn queues would increase by 4 and 10 vehicles, respectively. The eastbound 
through-lane and left queues would exceed the storage capacity of the segment for all peak hours and would likely 
effect the operation of Arch Road at Qantas Lane. 

The westbound through lane queues on Arch Road between the SR 99 SPUI and Kingsley Road are estimated to 
be 29 vehicles for the A.M. peak hour, 29 vehicles for the Midday peak hour, and 28 vehicles for the P.M. peak 
hour. The westbound left-turn lane queues on Arch Road between the SR 99 SPUI and Kingsley Road are 
estimated to be 27 vehicles for the A.M. peak hour, 29 vehicles for the Midday peak hour, and 28 vehicles for the 
P.M. peak hour. The westbound right-turn queues are estimated to be 32 vehicles for the A.M. peak hour, 30 
vehicles for the Midday peak hour, and 32 vehicles for the P.M. peak hour. The westbound through-lane queues 
increases by 2 vehicles for the A.M. and Midday peak hours and remains the same for the P.M. peak hour. 
Westbound left turn would queues increase by 1 vehicle for the A.M. and P.M. peak hours and by 2 vehicles 
during the Midday peak hour. Westbound right turn queues are reduced by for all peak hours. The westbound 



 

NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects  CDCR 
DEIR 4.11-101 Transportation 

queues would continue to exceed the storage capacity of the segment and would likely effect operation of Arch 
Road at Kingsley Road.  

SR 99 Northbound and Southbound Ramps 

During the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours, the northbound off-ramp queues are estimated to be 89 vehicles, 
94 vehicles, and 122 vehicles, respectively. The southbound off-ramp queues for the A.M., Midday, and P.M. 
peak hours are estimated to be 78 vehicles, 88 vehicles, and 87 vehicles, respectively. With the addition of project 
traffic, the northbound queues would be reduced during the A.M. and Midday peak hour but the P.M. peak hour 
queue would increase by 53 vehicles. The southbound queue would remain the same for the A.M. and Midday 
peak hours and would be reduce for the P.M. peak hour. Both northbound and southbound queues would continue 
to exceed the storage capacity of the off-ramps for all peak hours and would potentially back up onto the mainline 
segments of SR 99.  

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project under cumulative conditions would result in eastbound through-lane and left 
queues that would continue to exceed the storage capacity for all peak hours and would likely have an effect on the operation 
of the Qantas Lane and Arch Road intersection. The westbound queues would be accommodated would exceed the storage 
capacity and would likely have an effect on the operation of Arch Road at Kingsley Road. Further, both northbound and 
southbound off-ramp queues would continue to exceed the storage capacity of the off-ramps and would potentially back up 
onto the mainline segments of SR 99. This would be a significant cumulative impact and the project’s contribution would be 
cumulatively considerable. (Impact 4.11-5e) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-5e 

No feasible mitigation that is not already planned is available to reduce this impact.  

Significance after Mitigation 

No feasible mitigation is available to reduce this impact. Therefore, this impact would be significant and 
unavoidable and the NCRF project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable.  

Cumulative Plus Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Based on the queuing analysis results, during the 2035 with Project 1+2 Condition A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak 
hours the eastbound through-lane queues between the SR 99 SPUI and Qantas Lane are estimated to be 85 
vehicles, 90 vehicles, and 88 vehicles, respectively. The eastbound left turn queues for the A.M., Midday, and 
P.M. peak hours are estimated to be 89 vehicles, 83 vehicles, and 92 vehicles, respectively. With the addition of 
project traffic, the eastbound through-lane would increase by 2 and 5 vehicles for the Midday and P.M. peak 
hours, respectively. The queues would decrease for the A.M. peak hour. The eastbound left turn would queues 
decrease for the A.M. and Midday peak hours and increases by 10 vehicles for the P.M. peak hour. The eastbound 
through-lane and left queues would exceed the storage capacity of the segment for all peak hours and would likely 
effect the operation at Qantas Lane. 

The westbound through lane queues on Arch Road between the SR 99 SPUI and Kingsley Road are estimated to 
be 30 vehicles for the A.M. peak hour, 28 vehicles for the Midday peak hour, and 28 vehicles for the P.M. peak 
hour. The westbound left-turn lane queues on Arch Road between the SR 99 SPUI and Kingsley Road are 
estimated to be 28 vehicles for the A.M. peak hour, 28 vehicles for the Midday peak hour, and 27 vehicles for the 
P.M. peak hour. The westbound right-turn queues are estimated to be 33 vehicles for the A.M. peak hour, 31 
vehicles for the Midday peak hour, and 33 vehicles for the P.M. peak hour. The westbound through-lane 
movement queues would decrease by for the A.M. peak hour and would remain the same for the P.M. peak hour. 
The Midday queue would increase by 1 car. The westbound left turn queues would increase by 2 vehicles for the 
A.M. and by 2 vehicles during the Midday peak hour while the P.M. queue would be reduced. The westbound 
right turn queues would remain the same for the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. The Midday peak hour queue would 
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be reduced. The westbound queues would continue to exceed the storage capacity of the segment and would 
likely effect the operation of Arch Road at Kingsley Road. 

SR 99 Northbound and Southbound Ramps 

During the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak hours, the northbound off-ramp queues are estimated to be 91 vehicles, 
94 vehicles, and 88 vehicles, respectively. The southbound off-ramp queues for the A.M., Midday, and P.M. peak 
hours are estimated to be 78 vehicles, 89 vehicles, and 88 vehicles, respectively. With the addition of project 
traffic, the northbound queues would be reduced during the A.M. peak hour but would increase by 1 vehicle 
during the Midday peak hour and 19 vehicles during peak hour. The southbound queue would be remain the same 
for the A.M. peak hour and would be reduce for the P.M. peak hour. One vehicle would be added to the queue for 
the Midday peak hour. Both northbound and southbound queues would continue to exceed the storage capacity of 
the off-ramps for all peak hours and would potentially back up onto the mainline segments of SR 99. 

Implementation of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects under cumulative conditions would result in eastbound through-lane 
and left queues that would continue to exceed the storage capacity for all peak hours and would likely have an effect on the 
operation of the Qantas Lane and Arch Road intersection. The westbound queues would be accommodated would exceed the 
storage capacity and would likely have an effect on the operation of Arch Road at Kingsley Road. Further, both northbound 
and southbound off-ramp queues would continue to exceed the storage capacity of the off-ramps and would potentially back 
up onto the mainline segments of SR 99. This would be a significant cumulative impact and the project’s contribution would 
be cumulatively considerable. (Impact 4.11-5f) 

Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-5f 

No feasible mitigation that is not already planned is available to reduce this impact.  

Significance after Mitigation 

No feasible mitigation is available to reduce this impact. Therefore, this impact would be significant and 
unavoidable and the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable.  
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4.12 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

This section describes existing and proposed water distribution, wastewater, stormwater, electricity, natural gas, 
communication, and solid-waste disposal systems associated with the proposed projects. (Water supply is 
addressed separately in this EIR under Section 4.14 “Water Supply”.) Potential impacts on these utilities were 
identified by comparing existing service capacity and facilities with anticipated future demand associated with 
each project’s implementation. Much of the information provided in this section is taken from a Coordination 
Plan report for the Northern California Youth Correctional Center (NCYCC) prepared in August 2010 by Kitchell 
(CDCR 2010a) included as Appendix C of this DEIR. 

4.12.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

This section describes the utilities and service systems that currently serve the NCYCC and evaluates the potential 
effects of the proposed projects on these services and utilities. This section covers water distribution, wastewater 
treatment and disposal, electricity and natural gas, and solid waste. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION 

Historically, potable water at the NCYCC was provided by four on-site wells, but three were shut down due to 
water quality issues, which are discussed in detail below and in Section 4.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality” 
(Kitchell 2010:23). Section 4.14, “Water Supply,” also discusses the source of water (i.e., the City of Stockton) 
that would serve the projects. The water supply infrastructure for the NCYCC consists of four well houses, an on-
site 10-inch supply line, chemical feed pumps for chlorination, three 0.25-million-gallon storage tanks, and two 
booster pump stations. When the wells were in use, water was delivered to the existing distribution system from 
both booster pump stations. Booster pump station no. 1 delivers water directly to all existing NCYCC facilities, 
except the N. A. Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility, at a pressure of 60-75 psi. The second booster pump 
station delivers water directly to the N. A. Chaderjian at a pressure of approximately 110 psi, and indirectly to the 
other NCYCC facilities through a pressure reducing valve. (Kitchell 2010:23). 

The City is currently expanding water service adjacent to the state-owned property with new 16-inch mains down 
Newcastle and Austin Roads, and an additional 24-inch main down Newcastle Road (Broman, pers. comm., 
2010). The planned water mains are expected to be operational before the proposed projects would be constructed 
(Kitchell 2010:23). See Exhibit 4.14-1 for the existing and proposed water distribution systems.  

As discussed in Section 4.6, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” Section 4.7, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” 
and Section 4.14, “Water Supply,” groundwater contamination from activities at Forward Landfill (south of the 
DeWitt Nelson site) has resulted in the contamination of three of CDCR’s four on-site groundwater wells. In 
December 2008, the Central Valley RWQCB issued a cleanup and abatement order to Forward Inc. in response to 
the contamination of the NCYCC’s groundwater wells (Central Valley RWQCB 2008). See Section 4.7 
“Hydrology and Water Quality” and Section 4.14, “Water Supply,” for more information related to groundwater 
contamination. 

WASTEWATER 

The existing NCYCC campus is served by a gravity collection system which transmits flow to a sewer pump 
station located at the center of the campus. See Exhibit 4.12-2 for the existing and proposed sanitary sewer 
systems. The pumping station consists of three vertical turbine pumps and two grinders which discharge 
wastewater to a 20-inch-diameter gravity main that is owned by the City of Stockton (Kitchell 2010:26). The 
City’s Regional Wastewater Control Facility (RWCF) provides wastewater treatment and disposal services to the 
NCYCC. Based on its tentative permit under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), the 
RWCF has current permitted capacity to treat 55 million gallons per day (mgd) of wastewater (average dry-
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weather flow). The facility currently treats 31.7 mgd. The RWCF treats effluent to a tertiary level, and then 
discharges treated effluent to the San Joaquin River (Central Valley RWQCB 2008). 

The 20-inch trunk sewer line that currently carries discharge to the RWCF has a capacity of 2,250 gallons per 
minute (gpm) (Kitchell 2010:18). The NCYCC is operating under a 50-year contractual agreement with the City 
(industrial wastewater discharge permit) to discharge wastewater into the RWCF from the NCYCC. The original 
agreement was contingent on CDCR, for the NCYCC facility, installing a wastewater meter to verify discharge 
quantities and a bar screen to remove large solids. The current terms of the permit allow for a maximum 0.80 mgd 
or 1,400 gpm of peak instantaneous flow (City of Stockton 1973). CDCR is a signatory to the Settlement 
Agreement and Mutual Release (Agreement) that was entered into by and between: (1) Greater Stockton Chamber 
of Commerce, a California non-profit corporation (“Chamber”), County of San Joaquin (“County”), and City of 
Stockton (“City”), all of which are collectively referred to herein as “Petitioners”; and (2) J. Clark Kelso, in his 
capacity as Receiver (“Receiver”), the California Prison Healthcare Receivership Corporation (“CPR”), and 
CDCR. The Agreement was in response to a lawsuit filed on November 17, 2009 alleging the inadequacy of the 
EIR certified by CDCR and the project approval for the California Health Care Facility (CHCF) Project, located 
between the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson sites. In that Agreement, the parties acknowledged the continuation of the 
wastewater discharge agreement past its current expiration date of 2018. The agreement clarifies that if the 
combined discharge rate of the existing and proposed facilities exceeds the existing historic wastewater 
agreement, (800,000 gallons per day) then CDCR would purchase additional capacity and, if necessary, upgrade 
the capacity of the export line (CDCR 2010b:12-13). See Appendix F for Settlement Agreement and Mutual 
Release documents. 

STORMWATER 

The NCYCC’s storm drain system is served by a main 42-inch line that conveys stormwater to a lift station 
(Pump Station No. 1) near the center of the NCYCC campus. The lift station consists of three pumps that 
discharge stormwater collected from the NCYCC and the NCRF site into a concrete-lined channel, which drains 
into an existing 9-acre retention basin located south of the site, just north of North Fork South Littlejohns Creek 
(Littlejohns Creek) (Kitchell 2010:19-21) (see). The existing retention basin has a volume of 84 acre feet (af) and 
it contains two pumps (Pump Station No. 2) for discharge into Littlejohns Creek in the event of emergency 
conditions (Lewis, pers. comm., 2010). 

An unlined agricultural drainage channel is located within the project site, north of the O. H. Close and Karl 
Holton Youth Correctional Facilities. This unlined channel collects runoff from surrounding agricultural land and 
does not combine with runoff associated with the developed areas of the NCYCC. It is under the jurisdiction of 
the San Joaquin County Flood Control District (Kimley-Horn 2008:33). 

See Section 4.6, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” for more information on the capacity of the drainage system as 
it relates to the potential for localized flooding impacts. 

Capacity of Existing Drainage Facilities 

The existing capacity of several of the NCYCC’s drainage facilities was estimated and compared to the results 
from the hydrologic analysis prepared by Kimley Horn in 2008. Exhibit 4.12-3 presents the existing and proposed 
storm drain facilities.  
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Source: Kitchell 2010 

Existing and Proposed Water Facilities Exhibit 4.12-1 
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Source: Kitchell 2010 

Existing and Proposed Wastewater Facilities Exhibit 4.12-2 
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Existing and Proposed Storm Drain Facilities Exhibit 4.12-3
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42-Inch Storm Drain Trunk 

Information for the 42-inch storm drain trunk was taken from “as-built” construction drawings for the structure as 
shown on plans from the California Department of General Services, Office of Architecture and Construction, 
dated December 24, 1964. The slope of the 42-inch trunk is 0.0010 feet per foot (vertical feet divided by 
horizontal feet) and the material of the trunk line was assumed to be reinforced concrete pipe. The full flow 
capacity of the 42-inch trunk line was determined to be 31.8 cubic feet per second using Manning’s Equation. 
Manning’s Equation is used to calculate cross-sectional average velocity flow in open channels based on 
parameters such as cross-sectional area, friction, and slope of the pipe. 

Pump Station No. 1 

The existing stormwater pump station contains three 40-horsepower pumps each with an estimated capacity of 
7,500 gpm, and a single 15-horsepower pump with an estimated capacity of approximately 2,700 gpm. The total 
existing pump station capacity is estimated at approximately 25,200 gpm. 

Concrete-Lined Channel 

Pump Station No. 1 discharges into the upstream end of a concrete-lined channel that conveys runoff to the 
existing retention basin situated southeast of the NCYCC. Information for the concrete-lined channel was taken 
from  
“as-built” construction drawings for the channel as shown on plans from the California Department of General 
Services, Office of Architecture and Construction, dated July 29, 1965. The full flow capacity of the concrete-
lined channel was determined to be 241.6 cubic feet per second using Manning’s Equation. 

Retention Basin 

A preliminary analysis was performed to generally evaluate the adequacy of the existing retention basin to retain 
stormwater from the existing NCYCC site and from the site if the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities 
were constructed. According to original construction plans, the retention basin measures 400-feet wide by 375-
feet long (approximately 3.5 acres). The most shallow elevation point within the basin is at an elevation of 
approximately 27.5 feet and capacity of approximately 25–67 acre-feet, according to the original construction 
plans. The concrete-lined channel that conveys stormwater from Pump Station no. 1 into the basin has a bank 
elevation near the pump station of approximately 36.5 feet according to the original construction plans. During 
large storms, the retention basin may cause a backwater effect on the concrete lined channel (i.e., the water backs 
up into the concrete lined channel prior to entering the basin). An elevation of 35 feet is assumed to be the 
maximum allowable elevation in the basin, so as not to cause overtopping of the concrete-lined channel during 
large storms. 

Aerial photographs and initial investigation of the retention pond revealed that the pond was actually built far 
larger than the construction plans show. According to Kitchell (2010:20), the basin is approximately 9 acres and 
its capacity is approximately 84 acre-feet. 

The retention basin has the ability under emergency conditions to discharge water to Littlejohns Creek through a 
pump station (No. 2) located at the east end of the basin. The pump station has two pumps with a total estimated 
capacity of approximately 12,500 gpm. The pumps are not used but they are tested occasionally to ensure that 
they are functioning properly (Kimley-Horn 2008:33). 

Please refer to Section 4.7, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” for more detailed information about project site 
drainage and stormwater facilities as they pertain to stormwater quality and flood risk. 
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ELECTRICITY 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) is the electrical service provider for the City of Stockton. PG&E 
delivers approximately 81,923 million kilowatt-hours (kWh) of electricity to its 13 million customers throughout 
its 70,000-square-mile service area in northern and central California. PG&E provides electricity to the project 
sites through two overhead power lines that enter the NCYCC from the north and south. The primary power 
source, a 12-kilovolt (kV) line, is derived from the Webber PG&E substation and a 12-kV line standby power 
source is derived from the Mormon PG&E substation. Both electrical lines connect to the 15-kV electrical 
switchgear house located in the center of the NCYCC campus and from there the NCYCC and NCRF sites 
receive power (Kitchell 2010:47). Please see Exhibit 4.12-4 for further details about the existing and proposed 
electrical systems. All off-site construction and maintenance activities for electrical service and facilities are the 
responsibility of PG&E. 

NATURAL GAS 

PG&E is the natural-gas service provider for Stockton. Approximately 887 million cubic feet per day of natural 
gas is delivered to Stockton through portions of PG&E’s 43,000-mile natural-gas pipeline system. A PG&E 
natural-gas service line enters the NCYCC facility from Newcastle Road and connects to the metered natural-gas 
pressure regulating station, housed in the steam plant, near the center of the NCYCC campus, and from there 
natural gas is distributed throughout the CDCR property. A liquid-petroleum gas standby fuel system is connected 
to the natural-gas pressure regulating station in the event that the PG&E natural-gas service is interrupted 
(Kitchell 2010:41). Please see Exhibit 4.12-5 for further details about the existing and proposed gas lines. All off-
site construction and maintenance activities for natural gas facilities are the responsibility of PG&E. 

SOLID WASTE 

NCYCC collects its own solid waste and conveys it to the Forward Landfill adjacent to and south of NCYCC. 
The landfill is estimated to reach its capacity of 51 million cubic yards in 2020. Forward Landfill is permitted to 
accept agricultural waste, asbestos, ash, construction/demolition waste, contaminated soil, friable asbestos, green 
materials, industrial and mixed municipal waste, sludge (biosolids), tires, and shredded waste (CalRecycle 2010). 

4.12.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

FEDERAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

No federal plans, policies, regulations, or laws relating to utilities and energy are applicable to the proposed 
project. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements 

The Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements for Sanitary Sewer Systems (Order No. 2006-0003-DWQ) 
established by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) apply to state agencies that own and operate 
more than 1 mile of pipe that collects and conveys untreated or partially treated wastewater to a publicly owned 
treatment facility. These waste discharge requirements, intended to reduce sanitary-sewer overflows, require 
agencies to develop and certify a sewer system management plan, sections of which must be submitted to the 
SWRCB. 
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Existing and Proposed Electrical Facilities Exhibit 4.12-4 
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Existing and Proposed Gas Facilities Exhibit 4.12-5
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California Solid Waste Management Act 

The California Waste Management Act of 1989 required state, county, and local governments to substantially 
decrease the volume of waste disposed at landfills by the year 2000. 

Energy Efficiency Standards 

Title 24, Part 6 of the California Building Code establishes energy efficiency standards for new construction (new 
buildings, additions, alterations, nonresidential buildings, and repairs). These standards were established in 1978 
in response to a legislative mandate to reduce California’s energy consumption and are updated periodically to 
allow consideration and possible incorporation of new energy efficiency technologies and methods. New 
standards were adopted in 2008 to reduce California’s electricity demand. For building permit applications 
submitted on or after January 1, 2010, the 2008 standards must be met. The 2010 building energy efficiency 
standards were developed in response to a number of compelling reasons, including Assembly Bill 32, the Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which mandates that California must reduce its greenhouse gas emissions to 
1990 levels by 2020. The updated standards were adopted by the California Energy Commission in April 2008 
(CEC 2010). 

LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND ORDINANCES 

San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 

The following objectives and policies in the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 relating to utilities and energy 
are relevant to the proposed projects. 

Water Distribution 

► Objective 1: To maintain an adequate and safe water supply for County users. 

• Policy 1: The availability of a long term, reliable potable water supply shall be a primary determinant in 
the planning of areas for growth. 

• Policy 3: Public water systems shall be provided by an existing public or quasi-public agency or by a new 
district if no public agency in the community or other area planned for a public system is empowered to 
provide water supply services. 

• Policy 5: The need for water system improvements shall be reduced by encouraging new development to 
incorporate water conservation measures into their projects. 

• Policy 6: Water supplies serving new development shall meet State water quality standards. If necessary, 
water shall be treated to meet these standards. 

Wastewater 

► Objective 1: To ensure adequate wastewater treatment and the safe disposal of liquid waste. 

• Policy 7: Wastewater treatment systems shall meet the requirements and standards of the operating 
agency and the County. 

Utility Corridors 

► Objective 1: To protect the public and the natural environment from possible hazards associated with utility 
corridors. 
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► Objective 3: To protect land uses from the placement of utility corridors across property at inappropriate 
locations. 

• Policy 3: Utility distribution and transmission facilities for all new development in urban communities 
shall be placed underground. 

• Policy 4: The County shall encourage the use of existing transmission corridors for new lines, except in 
the case of electrical transmission lines over 500 kV, which for safety reasons shall be separated from 
existing corridors by at least 500 yards. 

City of Stockton General Plan 2035 

The following goals and policies in the City of Stockton General Plan 2035 relating to utilities and energy are 
relevant to the proposed projects. 

Water Storage 

• Policy 2.1: The City shall continue to implement water conservation programs that save significant 
amounts of water at a reasonable cost. 

Wastewater 

► Goal 3: To ensure adequate collection, treatment, and safe disposal of wastewater  

• Policy 3.4: The City shall ensure through the development review process that public facilities and 
infrastructure are designed and constructed to meet ultimate capacity needs, pursuant to a master plan, to 
avoid the need for future replacement to achieve upsizing. For facilities subject to incremental upsizing, 
initial design shall include adequate land area and any other elements not easily expanded in the future. 

Stormwater 

• Policy 4.4: The City shall define drainage service areas and encourage and support the use of regional 
stormwater facilities, including stormwater retention and stormwater quality basins within these service 
areas. 

Solid Waste 

► Goal 5: To ensure the safe and efficient disposal or recycling of solid and hazardous waste. 

• Policy 5.1: The City shall promote the maximum feasible use of solid waste reduction, recycling, and 
composting of wastes and strive to reduce commercial and industrial waste on an annual basis. 

• Policy 5.2: The City shall continue to require recycling in public and private operations to reduce demand 
for solid waste disposal capacity. 

• Policy 5.6: The City shall require the recycling of construction debris. 

• Policy 5.7: The City shall ensure that all new development has appropriate provisions for solid waste 
storage, handling, and collection pickup. 
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Electricity and Natural Gas 

• Policy 6.2: The City shall coordinate with gas and electricity service providers to locate and design gas 
and electric systems to minimize environmental and other impacts to existing and future residents. 

Wastewater Permit 

On June 10, 1964, the NCYCC entered into a 50-year agreement with the City of Stockton to discharge 
wastewater into the City’s RWCF. The agreement, which was amended on June 13, 1973, allows for a maximum 
discharge of 0.80 mgd or 1,400 gpm of peak instantaneous flow. As described in section 4.12.1, above, the 
Settlement Agreement regarding the CHCF Project acknowledges the continuation of the wastewater permit past 
its current expiration date of 2018. 

City of Stockton Draft 2007 Water Master Plan 

The City of Stockton Draft 2007 Water Master Plan requires that the City maintain water storage at the combined 
volume of 25% of the maximum daily demand, fire flow storage per the California Fire code, and the average 
daily demand of emergency storage. 

4.12.3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECTS 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, an impact of the proposed projects related to 
utilities and service systems would be considered significant if the projects would: 

► exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable regional water quality control board (RWQCB); 

► require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; 

► require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which would cause significant environmental effects; 

► result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve the project that it has 
inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments; 

► generate waste materials that would exceed the permitted capacity of local landfills; or 

► violate federal, state, or local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. 

In addition, an impact of the proposed projects related to utilities and service systems would be considered 
significant if project implementation would create demand for electrical or natural-gas service that would require 
the construction of facility improvements that could cause significant environmental impacts. The project’s 
impacts to stormwater drainage facilities are discussed in Section 4.7, “Hydrology and Water Quality;” therefore, 
this issue is not discussed further in this section. 



CDCR  NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects 
Utilities and Service Systems 4.12-18 DEIR 

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.12-1: Impacts to Water Supply Infrastructure. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

As described in more detail in Section 4.14, “Water Supply,” Forward Landfill will coordinate with the City of 
Stockton to fund the construction of two water lines and installation of two water meters in Newcastle Road, one 
24” diameter line (“Line A”) and associated 12” diameter meter (“Meter 1”) and one 16” diameter line (“Line B”) 
and associated 12” diameter meter (“Meter 2”), to supply water for the CDCR property (see Exhibit 4.14-1). Once 
the water lines are operational, NCYCC’s water supply would be disconnected from the existing on-site well 
system (Kitchell 2010:21). The agreement for construction of the two water lines came about as a result of the 
settlement agreement for the CHCF project (located between the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson project sites) and a 
compliance order to Forward Landfill from the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The City is responsible for 
construction of these water lines. The water lines would be constructed within paved right-of-way along 
Newcastle Road, the environmental impacts of which were evaluated with the CHCF project and in the recently 
adopted Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the water line extension prepared by the City 
of Stockton (City of Stockton 2010). This document evaluated the environmental impacts consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA. The City proceeded with evaluation of the water line extension because the water line 
would not only serve the approved CHCF project and the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects, but the 
City determined that the line was a necessary improvement to support the growth of commercial and industrial 
development in southeast Stockton, including the Tidewater Crossing Master Plan area. The IS/MND concluded 
that there would be no significant and unavoidable impacts, and this project would not alter this conclusion 
because no additional infrastructure is needed beyond that evaluated in the IS/MND (City of Stockton 2010).  

The DeWitt Nelson project would not require construction of a new water distribution system beyond what is currently planned 
and approved by the City of Stockton. This impact would be less than significant (Impact 4.12-1a). 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

Potable water distribution infrastructure would be the same for the NCRF project as described above for the 
DeWitt Nelson project. No other facilities would be needed. 

The NCRF project would not require construction of a new water distribution system beyond what is currently planned and 
approved by the City of Stockton. This impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.12-6b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Potable water distribution infrastructure would be the same for the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects 
as described above. 

The DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would not require construction of a new water distribution system beyond what is 
currently planned by the City of Stockton. This impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.12-1c) 
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Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.12-2: Impacts to Wastewater Treatment Facilities. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Collected wastewater flows from the NCYCC would continue to be transported to the Stockton RWCF for 
treatment and disposal. The agreement between the City and the NCYCC allows for 0.80 mgd maximum daily 
flow and 1,400 gpm peak instantaneous flow, with 0.1 mgd allocated to the California Conservation Corps 
(CCC), leaving 0.7 mgd for NCYCC. The CHCF settlement agreement acknowledges the continuation of the 
wastewater discharge agreement past its current expiration date (2018) (CDCR 2010:12-13). 

With 1,133 proposed beds, and assuming a demand factor of 150 gallon per inmate per day (gpid) from the CDCR 
Design Criteria Guidelines and historic water usage and 16% reduction in flow due to water conservation 
measures (Kitchell 2010:17), the DeWitt Nelson facility is expected to generate an average of approximately 
142,760 gallons per day (gpd) (0.14 mgd) of wastewater. Average daily sewer flow from the existing NCYCC is 
currently approximately 30,210 gpd (Kitchell 2010:158). With the addition of the DeWitt Nelson project, the total 
daily sewer flow would be approximately 172,970 gpd, which is below the permitted 800,000 gpd maximum and 
700,000 gpd limits when accounting for the contribution from CCC. The existing NCYCC sewer pump station is 
designed to discharge to the City’s 20” trunk sewer at a maximum flow rate at or near the permitted maximum 
rate (i.e., 1,400 gpm). The proposed DeWitt Nelson facility peak sewer flow rate is estimated at 138 gpm 
(Kitchell 2010:18). This is not anticipated to exceed the City main’s maximum flow rate. In addition, sewer flow 
from the proposed project would be delivered to the City’s sewer collection system through a new on-site sewer 
pump station that will be constructed as part of the already-approved CHCF project. The environmental impacts 
of this facility were evaluated as part of that project. The pump station would include a wet well or temporary 
wastewater storage facility that would attenuate peak wastewater flows. The sewer pump station would be 
designed so as to limit pumping rates to the City system to the permitted maximum flow, and would use 
automatic controls that would only allow pumping when the NCYCC facility is not pumping. This control scheme 
would prevent both pump stations from operating at the same time, and potentially violating the existing 
permitted maximum flow rate of 1,400 gpm.  

An impact associated with wastewater treatment facilities would be considered significant if the construction of a 
new facility or improvements to existing facilities required for a project would result in significant environmental 
effects. As described above, the City’s RWCF has capacity to treat 55 mgd of effluent and currently treats 
31.7 mgd, suggesting the facility has available capacity to accommodate flows from the DeWitt Nelson project 
(0.14 mgd). 

The DeWitt Nelson project would not generate wastewater flow rates that exceed the current wastewater treatment agreement 
between NCYCC and the City of Stockton. In addition, the DeWitt Nelson only scenario would not generate wastewater 
outflow that would exceed permitted pipeline capacity. The wastewater treatment plant has sufficient capacity to 
accommodate project flows, so no improvement to the plant would be needed as a result of the project. Therefore, this impact 
would be less than significant. (Impact 4.12-2a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 
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NCRF Only 

With 500 proposed beds, the NCRF facility is expected to generate an average of approximately 63,000 gpd 
(0.063 mgd) of wastewater based on a generation factor of 150 gpid and 16% reduction in flow rate due to water 
conservation measures. With the addition of the NCRF flows to existing sewer flows (30,210 gpd), the total daily 
sewer flow would be approximately 93,210 gpd, which is below the permitted 800,000 gpd maximum and 
700,000 gpd limit when accounting for the contribution from CCC. 

As described above, the City’s 20” trunk sewer is permitted for a maximum rate of 1,400 gpm. The proposed 
NCRF facility peak sewer flow rate is estimated at 61 gpm (Kitchell 2010:18). This is not anticipated to exceed 
the City main’s maximum flow rate. In addition, as described above, sewer flow from the proposed project would 
be delivered to the City’s sewer collection system through a new on-site sewer pump station. The pump station 
would include a wet well or temporary wastewater storage facility that would attenuate peak wastewater flows. 
The sewer pump station would be designed so as to limit pumping rates to the City system to the permitted 
maximum flow, and would use automatic controls that would only allow pumping when the NCYCC facility is 
not pumping. This control scheme would prevent both pump stations from operating at the same time, and 
potentially violating the existing permitted maximum flow rate of 1,400 gpm.  

As described above, the City’s RWCF has capacity to treat 55 mgd of effluent and currently treats 31.7 mgd, 
suggesting the facility has available capacity to accommodate flows from the NCRF only project (0.063 mgd). 

The NCRF project would not generate wastewater flow rates that exceed the current wastewater treatment agreement 
between NCYCC and the City of Stockton. In addition, the NCRF only scenario would not generate wastewater outflow that 
would exceed permitted pipeline capacity. The wastewater treatment plant has sufficient capacity to accommodate project 
flows, so no improvement to the plant would be needed as a result of the project. Therefore, this impact would be less than 
significant. (Impact 4.12-2b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

The combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects are expected to generate an average of approximately 205,760 
gpd (0.21 mgd) of wastewater. With the addition of the combined scenario to existing sewer flows, the total daily 
sewer flow would be approximately 235,970 gpd, which is below the permitted 800,000 gpd maximum and 
700,000 gpd limit when accounting for the contribution from CCC. 

As described above, the City’s 20” trunk sewer is permitted for a maximum rate of 1,400 gpm. The proposed 
NCRF facility peak sewer flow rate is estimated at 61 gpm and DeWitt Nelson peak sewer flow rate is 138 gpm, 
for a total of 199 gpm (Kitchell 2010:18). This is not anticipated to exceed the City main’s maximum flow rate. In 
addition, sewer flow from the proposed project would be delivered to the City’s sewer collection system through a 
new on-site sewer pump station. The pump station would include a wet well or temporary wastewater storage 
facility that would attenuate peak wastewater flows. The sewer pump station would be designed so as to limit 
pumping rates to the City system to the permitted maximum flow, and would use automatic controls that will only 
allow pumping when the NCYCC facility is not pumping. This control scheme would prevent both pump stations 
from operating at the same time, and potentially violating the existing permitted maximum flow rate of 1,400 
gallons per minute.  

As described above, the City’s RWCF has capacity to treat 55 mgd of effluent and currently treats 31.7 mgd, 
suggesting the facility has available capacity to accommodate flows from the combined NCRF and DeWitt 
Nelson project (0.21 mgd). 
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The combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would not generate wastewater flow rates that exceed the current 
wastewater treatment agreement between NCYCC and the City of Stockton. In addition, the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson 
projects would not generate wastewater outflow that would exceed permitted pipeline capacity. The wastewater treatment 
plant has sufficient capacity to accommodate project flows, so no improvement to the plant would be needed as a result of the 
project. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.12-2c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.12-3: Impacts to Electrical Facilities 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in an increase in demand for electricity at the NCYCC 
facility compared to existing conditions. Estimated electrical demand for DeWitt Nelson is 2,836 kilovolt 
Amperes (kVA) or 0.63 megawatts (MW) (Kitchell 2010:49). It should be noted that this electrical demand does 
not exceed historic electricity use at the site (when the DeWitt Nelson Youth Correctional Facility was 
operational). 

According to Kitchell (2010:47), the existing electrical conductors (i.e., lines) in place to serve the DeWitt Nelson 
facility are adequately sized for the proposed additional load associated with the DeWitt Nelson facility. 
However, the electrical feed lines are past their useful lifetime, and new feed lines would be provided as part of 
the project. The existing feed would be disconnected from the switchgear, conductors pulled, and conduit 
abandoned in place.  

Because the project would only result in improvements to electrical infrastructure within the proposed disturbance 
area, maintenance and other ground-disturbing activities associated with the lines would not change as a result of 
providing new feed. Because existing PG&E electrical lines would have sufficient capacity to supply the 
proposed DeWitt Nelson facilities, no new transmission lines would be required as a result and no additional 
ground disturbance would be needed. Therefore, the impact is considered less than significant. 

While the DeWitt Nelson project would increase demand for electricity compared to existing conditions, demand would be 
within historic use at the site and would not require PG&E to construct new off-site facilities or off-site improvements to 
existing PG&E facilities. The resulting environmental impacts would be less than significant. (Impact 4.12-3a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required.  

NCRF Only 

Implementation of the NCRF project would result in an increase in demand for electricity at the CDCR property 
compared to existing conditions. Estimated electrical demand for NCRF is 3,434 kVA or 0.76 MW (Kitchell 
2010:49). It should be noted that this electrical demand does not exceed historic electricity use at the site (when 
the Northern California Women’s Facility [NCWF] was operational). 

Similar to the DeWitt Nelson project, the existing electrical feed is past its useful lifetime, and new feed would be 
provided as part of the project. The existing feed would be disconnected from the switchgear, conductors pulled, 
and conduit abandoned in place. In addition, the improvements to electrical infrastructure discussed above for the 
DeWitt Nelson project would also be in place to serve the NCRF project.  
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Because the project would only result in improvements to electrical infrastructure within the proposed disturbance 
area, maintenance and other ground-disturbing activities associated with the lines would not change as a result of 
providing new feed. No new off-site infrastructure (e.g., transmission lines) and no associated ground disturbance 
would be needed. Therefore, the impact is considered less than significant. 

While the NCRF project would increase demand for electricity compared to existing conditions, demand would be within 
historic use at the site and would not require PG&E to construct new facilities or off-site improvements to existing PG&E 
facilities. The resulting environmental impacts would be less than significant. (Impact 4.12-3b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Implementation of the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would result in an increase in demand for 
electricity at the CDCR property compared to existing conditions. Estimated electrical demand for both facilities 
would be approximately 1.39 MW (Kitchell 2010:49). It should be noted that this electrical demand does not 
exceed historic electricity use at the sites (when the DeWitt Nelson Youth Correctional Facility and NCWF were 
operational). 

Improvements to electrical infrastructure discussed above would also be in place to serve the combined NCRF 
and DeWitt Nelson projects. Because the projects would only result in improvements to electrical infrastructure 
within proposed disturbance area, maintenance and other ground-disturbing activities associated with the lines 
would not change as a result of providing new feed. No new off-site infrastructure (e.g., transmission lines) and 
no associated ground disturbance would be needed. Therefore, the impact is considered less than significant. 

While the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would increase demand for electricity compared to existing conditions, 
demand would be within historic use at the sites and would not require PG&E to construct new off-site facilities or off-site 
improvements to its existing PG&E facilities. The resulting environmental impact would be less than significant. 
(Impact 4.12-3c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.12-4: Impacts to Natural Gas Facilities 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in an increase in demand for natural gas by 
approximately 4,244 thousand British thermal units per hour (MBH). The CDCR complex is served by an existing 
off-site 1-1/4 inch PG&E gas line that comes from Newcastle Road. On the NCYCC site, DeWitt Nelson is 
served by an existing 3-inch gas line, which is fed by the 1-1/4 inch gas line and is sized adequately (Kitchell 
2010:40). An impact associated with increased demand for natural gas would be considered significant if off-site 
improvements were required to meet the added demand and those construction activities would result in 
significant impacts on the environment. Because no off-site improvements would be needed to satisfy the 
additional demand for natural gas, no significant impacts on the environment would occur.  

The DeWitt Nelson only scenario would increase demand for natural gas, but would not result in any on-site or off-site 
improvements to existing natural gas facilities. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.12-4a) 
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Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required.  

NCRF Only 

Implementation of the NCRF project would result in an increase in demand for natural gas of 16,544 MBH. The 
NCRF site is currently served by an existing 3-inch gas line that comes from Arch Road. A new 5-inch gas line 
would be routed from the approved CHCF project to NCRF as part of the proposed project, which would be fed 
by the 3-inch line and would adequately serve NCRF’s demand. No off-site improvements would be required 
under this scenario. Because no off-site improvements would be needed to satisfy the additional demand for 
natural gas and on-site improvements would occur within the proposed construction footprint, the proposed 
NCRF project would result in less-than-significant impacts. 

The NCRF only scenario would increase demand for natural gas, but would not result in any new on-site or off-site 
improvements that would result in new significant impacts that have not been described throughout this DEIR. Therefore, this 
impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.12-4b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Under the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities scenario, natural gas demand would increase by 
approximately 20,788 MBH. The existing off-site gas line serving the NCYCC site could adequately serve both 
projects, the on-site gas lines serving DeWitt Nelson could adequately serve the proposed renovation 
improvements, and the proposed line that would be routed from CHCF to NCRF (within the construction area 
footprint) would also be adequately sized to serve NCRF. Because no off-site improvements would be needed to 
satisfy the additional demand for natural gas, and on-site improvements would occur within the proposed 
construction footprint, the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would result in a less-than-significant 
impact. 

The combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities project would increase demand for natural gas, but would not result in any 
new off-site improvements that would result in new significant impacts that have not been described throughout this DEIR. 
Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.12-4c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.12-5: Impacts to Solid Waste Facilities 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Municipal solid waste generated at the DeWitt Nelson site would be transported to Forward Landfill south of the 
site. Based on CDCR estimates, the average solid waste generation rate is 8.5 pounds per inmate per day. It is also 
estimated that approximately 560 lb/month of medical waste would be generated by the DeWitt Nelson facility 
(Keeter, pers. comm. 2010). Therefore, the DeWitt Nelson project would generate a total of 9,650 pounds of solid 
waste per day (8.5 pounds multiplied by 1,133 inmates, plus 560 pounds per month of medical waste). After 10 
years, the project would generate approximately 0.1 million pounds of solid waste. The Forward Landfill is 
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permitted to dispose of up to 8,668 tons of solid waste per day (CalRecycle 2010). The DeWitt Nelson facility 
would contribute approximately 0.5% of the available daily disposal capacity of the Forward Landfill. This would 
not consume a significant amount of the landfill’s available capacity and would not result in the need to expand or 
construct new landfill facilities. 

The 560 lb/month of medical waste would be treated and compacted on-site and would then be disposed with the 
municipal solid waste at Forward Landfill. 

With a permitted capacity of more than 51 million cubic yards through 2020 and a remaining capacity of more 
than 23.7 million cubic yards as of August 2010 (CalRecycle 2010), the landfill would be able to accommodate 
the project’s construction and long-term disposal needs. Project construction and operation would not cause 
existing regional landfill capacity to be exceeded. 

In addition, the proposed project would include a waste reduction program that includes development of an 
environmentally sensitive purchasing policy that includes waste reduction, utilization of reprocessible items 
where economically feasible, and the implementation of CDCR’s recycling program. 

Although the proposed project would increase generation of solid waste, both during construction and operation, the nearby 
landfill is projected to have capacity to accept the increased solid waste and the project would not consume a significant 
amount of the landfill’s available capacity or result in the need to expand or construct new landfill facilities. Therefore, this 
impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.12-5a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

Solid waste generated by the NCRF project would be disposed of at Forward Landfill. Based on CDCR estimates, 
the average solid waste generation rate is 8.5 pounds per inmate per day. The NCRF project would generate a 
total of 4,250 pounds of solid waste per day (8.5 pounds multiplied by 500 inmates). The Forward Landfill is 
permitted to dispose of up to 8,668 tons of solid waste per day (CalRecycle 2010). The NCRF facility would 
contribute approximately 0.2% of the available daily disposal capacity of the Forward Landfill. This would not 
consume a significant amount of the landfill’s available capacity and would not result in the need to expand or 
construct new landfill facilities. 

Although the proposed project would increase generation of solid waste, both during construction and operation, the nearby 
landfill is projected to have capacity to accept the increased solid waste and the project would not consume a significant 
amount of the landfill’s available capacity or result in the need to expand or construct new landfill facilities. Therefore, this 
impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.12-5b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Solid waste generated by the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would be disposed of at Forward 
Landfill. Based on CDCR estimates, the average solid waste generation rate is 8.5 pounds per inmate per day. 
The combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson scenario would generate a total of 13,900 pounds of solid waste per day 
(8.5 pounds multiplied by 1,633 inmates, plus 560 pounds per month of medical waste [Keeter, Pers. comm., 
2010]). The Forward Landfill is permitted to dispose of up to 8,668 tons of solid waste per day (CalRecycle 
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2010). The combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would contribute approximately 0.8% of the available 
daily disposal capacity of the Forward Landfill. This would not consume a significant amount of the landfill’s 
available capacity and would not result in the need to expand or construct new landfill facilities. 

Although the proposed project would increase generation of solid waste, both during construction and operation, the nearby 
landfill is projected to have capacity to accept the increased solid waste and the project would not consume a significant 
amount of the landfill’s available capacity or result in the need to expand or construct new landfill facilities. Therefore, this 
impact would be less than significant. (Impact 4.12-5c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required.  
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4.13 VISUAL RESOURCES 

This section addresses potential impacts of the proposed projects on visual resources, which are the natural and 
human-built features of the landscape that can be seen from publically-available viewpoints. Visual resources are 
defined generally in terms of visible elements of a project site’s physical characteristics. The impact analysis 
focuses on any adverse changes to attractive visual resources. 

4.13.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The following text describes the existing project sites and surrounding land in terms of visual character and 
quality, light and glare, and views of and from the project sites. The descriptions of existing conditions are 
accompanied by exhibits that provide representative photographs of views for potentially sensitive groups 
(primarily a few rural residences) taken during site visits in July and August 2010 (see the “Methodology” section 
below for a description of viewer sensitivity). The locations where these photographs were taken as well as 
identification of the locations of nearby sensitive receptors are shown in Exhibit 4.13-1. Views of the DeWitt 
Nelson project site from Austin Road and Newcastle Road are shown in Exhibit 4.13-2 and views of the NCRF 
project site from Burnham Road and Arch Road are shown in Exhibit 4.13-3. 

VISUAL CHARACTER AND QUALITY OF THE REGION 

The project sites are immediately southeast of the Stockton city limits in central San Joaquin County, which is in 
the northern portion of the San Joaquin Valley. This region of the San Joaquin Valley is characterized 
predominantly by relatively flat farmland interspersed with rivers and other tributaries and low-density residential 
farmsteads. According to the City of Stockton General Plan 2035, lands on the periphery of the city are 
characterized by agricultural, residential, and open space land uses. This description is generally consistent with 
the observed visual character of the project site vicinity, with the exception of the state-owned property, including 
the project sites. The project sites are already developed with institutional (correctional) uses. Other surrounding 
lands include light industrial facilities/warehouses currently under development to the north and west of the 
project sites and the Forward Landfill located to the south. 

VISUAL CHARACTER AND QUALITY OF THE DEWITT NELSON SITE 

Visual Character and Quality Surrounding the DeWitt Nelson Site 

The visual character of the area immediately surrounding the proposed DeWitt Nelson project site is institutional, 
industrial, and agricultural, as described below. 

► North: The existing Karl Holton Youth Correctional Facility (future site of the California Health Care 
Facility [CHCF]) is located immediately north of the site and consists of mostly one-story institutional 
buildings, chain-link fencing, light poles, ornamental trees, and landscaping. Agricultural land that supports 
row crops is immediately northeast of the site (between Karl Holton and Austin Road). The O. H. Close 
Youth Correctional Facility (currently in operation) is northwest of the DeWitt Nelson site and is similar in 
appearance to the Karl Holton facility (one-story structures, fencing, light poles, trees, and landscaping). 

► East: An agricultural field is immediately east of the project site. Austin Road (a north-west roadway) is 
further to the east of the fields, and two farmstead residences are immediately east of Austin Road. Row crops 
represent the predominant character of this area. They extend east of the project site to the Burlington 
Northern and Santa Fe (BNSF) railroad facility, which runs northwest to southeast. 

► South: South of the project site are disked soil and/or row crops that extend to Littlejohns Creek. Beyond the 
creek, Forward Landfill is highly visible with a tall mound of soil prominently visible in the middle ground as 
viewed from the DeWitt Nelson site. Southeast of the project site is a continuation of agricultural crops.  
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Source: AECOM 2010 

 
Representative Viewpoints Exhibit 4.13-1 
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Source: AECOM 2010 

 
Views of DeWitt Nelson Project Site Exhibit 4.13-2 

E
xh

ib
it 

4.
13

-2
a.

 V
ie

w
 lo

ok
in

g 
w

es
t, 

to
w

ar
d 

th
e 

D
eW

itt
 N

el
so

n 
si

te
 fr

om
 A

us
tin

 R
oa

d.
 (

P
ho

to
gr

ap
h 

ta
ke

n 
by

 A
E

C
O

M
 in

 2
01

0)
 

E
xh

ib
it 

4.
13

-2
b.

 V
ie

w
 lo

ok
in

g 
no

rt
he

as
t, 

to
w

ar
d 

th
e 

D
eW

itt
 N

el
so

n 
si

te
 fr

om
 N

ew
ca

st
le

 R
oa

d.
 (

P
ho

to
gr

ap
h 

ta
ke

n 
by

 A
E

C
O

M
 in

 
20

10
) 



CDCR  NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects 
Visual Resources 4.13-4 DEIR 

 
Source: AECOM 2010 

 
Views of NCRF Project Site Exhibit 4.13-3 
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► West: The N. A. Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility (currently operating) is immediately west of the 
project site. The N. A. Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility obstructs most views of the project site from 
farmstead residences immediately west of Newcastle Road. Row crops extend west of these residences. 

The institutional character of the DeWitt Nelson facility and adjacent institutional facilities combined with the 
BNSF railroad to the east, and the Forward Landfill to the south combine to create a moderately low visual 
quality environment. 

Visual Character and Quality of the DeWitt Nelson Site 

Exhibits 4.13-2a and 4.13-2b show the DeWitt Nelson site from Austin Road and from Newcastle Road. The 
DeWitt Nelson project site includes a cluster of one-story buildings surrounding a running track and open athletic 
field and high-mast light poles. The buildings are institutional in character, with an appearance reminiscent of a 
mid-1960’s school, with stucco and stone façades and other features that are common to this era. The DeWitt 
Nelson site includes several large trees (including oak trees) and, due to its currently vacant condition, 
undeveloped areas are overgrown with weeds. The areas on the periphery of the project site beyond the security 
fence enclosure are vacant and disked. 

VISUAL CHARACTER AND QUALITY OF THE NCRF SITE 

Visual Character and Quality Surrounding the NCRF Site 

The visual character of the area immediately surrounding the proposed NCRF project site is institutional, 
industrial, and agricultural, as described below. 

► North: Arch Road is immediately north of the project site. North of Arch Road is an agricultural field, which 
extends north to the BNSF railroad facility, which runs northwest to southeast. Row crops represent the 
predominant character of this area. Northwest of the site (across Arch Road) is the Opus development, a light 
industrial complex, which is partially built-out; several large warehouses are currently operating. 

► East: Austin Road is immediately east of the project site. Further to the east of Austin Road are agricultural 
fields. One farmstead residence on the east side of Austin Road is near the southeast corner of the NCRF site. 
Row crops represent the predominant character of this area. They extend east of the project site to the BNSF 
railroad facility. 

► South: The former Karl Holton Youth Correctional Facility is located immediately south of the site. The Karl 
Holton facility is currently not in operation and will be redeveloped with the approved CHCF. The O. H. 
Close Youth Correctional Facility (currently in operation) is southwest of the project and is similar in 
appearance to the Karl Holton facility (one-story structures, fencing, light poles, trees, and landscaping). 

► West: Disked soil and/or row crops extend west of the project site to Newcastle Road. The project site is 
visible in the middle ground/background from two farmstead residences west of the intersection of Arch Road 
and from Newcastle Road looking east toward the project site (nearly 0.5-mile east of the residences). 

The institutional character of the existing NCRF project site and adjacent institutional facilities, combined with 
the industrial character of buildings further to the northwest and the BNSF railroad to the east, create a moderately 
low visual quality environment. 

Visual Character and Quality of the NCRF Site 

Exhibits 4.13-3a and 4.13-3b show the NCRF site from Burnham Road and from Arch Road. The NCRF project 
site includes one- to two-story concrete buildings, institutional in character, surrounding an interior, expansive 
grassy area with softball field and basketball court, and high-ballast light poles. The buildings are similar in 
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appearance to typical correctional buildings of the last few decades; plain, dominated by concrete, with small 
windows. No trees are located within the secured interior area of the complex; the grass fields are well 
maintained. An unsecured area at the entry of the project site includes surface parking for staff and visitors and 
administrative buildings. The unsecured area is landscaped with trees, grassy areas, and shrubs. Areas on the 
periphery of the project site beyond the security fence enclosure are disked. 

LIGHT AND GLARE 

The terms “glare” and “skyglow” are used throughout this analysis to describe the visual effects of lighting. For 
the purposes of this impact analysis, glare is considered to be direct exposure to bright lights and skyglow is a 
glow that extends beyond the light source and can dominate or partially dominate views above the horizon. 

Light and Glare of the DeWitt Nelson Site and Surrounding Area 

Because the DeWitt Nelson project site is vacant, there are minimal operational light sources at the site. These 
light sources generally consist of low, building perimeter lights on some of the existing buildings. 

North of the DeWitt Nelson site, there are no nighttime lighting sources at the vacant Karl Holton Youth 
Correctional Facility. However, while not assumed as part of this environmental baseline, it is important to note 
that the approved future CHCF at this location will consist of lighting in all buildings and pole-mounted lighting 
(35 feet tall) throughout the facility. 

East of the project site, no streetlights exist on Austin Road, although vehicles passing the project site on Austin 
Road at night contribute to the overall nighttime light and glare. The BNSF railroad facility east of the project site 
is operated at night, and yard lighting from this facility is highly visible during nighttime hours throughout the 
project vicinity. Two residences immediately east of Austin Road use small pole-mounted lights. The surrounding 
agricultural land has no night lighting. 

South of the project site are undeveloped fields and the Forward Landfill, which do not contain any visible night 
lighting sources. 

West and northwest of the project site, the N. A. Chaderjian and the O. H. Close Youth Correctional Facilities are 
operational and have approximately 60-foot-tall pole-mounted lighting. A few residences west of Newcastle Road 
also use typical residential night lighting. 

Light and Glare of the NCRF Site and Surrounding Area 

The NCRF site is not operational and utilizes minimal lighting. These light sources generally consist of low, 
building perimeter lights on some of the existing buildings. 

No streetlights exist along Arch Road north of the site, although vehicles passing the project site at night on Arch 
Road contribute to the overall nighttime light and glare in this area. Most of the surrounding area north of the 
project site is agricultural land that does not have night lighting; however, the Opus development to the northeast 
includes several large warehouses that include night lighting. This lighting consists of typical lighting associated 
with light industrial/warehouse facilities, including building/landscape lighting, driveway/parking lot lighting, and 
loading dock lighting. 

East of the project site, no streetlights exist on Austin Road, although vehicles passing the project site at night on 
Austin Road contribute to the overall nighttime light and glare. The BNSF railroad facility east of the project site 
is operated at night, and, as mentioned above, is highly visible during nighttime hours throughout the project 
vicinity. One residence immediately east of Austin Road uses small pole-mounted lights. The surrounding 
agricultural lands have no night lighting. 
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South of the NCRF project site, there are no nighttime lighting sources at the vacant Karl Holton Youth 
Correctional Facility. CDCR and the Federal Receiver have approved the California Health Care Facility at this 
location. When constructed, the CHCF will consist of lighting in all buildings and pole-mounted lighting 
throughout the facility, as described above. 

4.13.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

FEDERAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

No federal plans, policies, regulations, or laws relating to visual resources are applicable to the proposed projects. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

The California Department of Transportation manages the California Scenic Highway Program. The goal of the 
program is to preserve and protect scenic highway corridors from changes that would affect the aesthetic value of 
the land adjacent to highways. No state-designated scenic highways are in the project area (Caltrans 2010). The 
nearest officially designated state scenic highway to the project sites is Interstate 580, approximately 21 miles to 
the southwest. This highway segment is not visible from the project area. 

LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND ORDINANCES 

San Joaquin County 2010 General Plan 

The following policies are set forth in the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 relating to visual resources. 
These policies are not directly applicable to the proposed projects. The lead agency is citing these policies, 
however, in order to assist with the determination of whether the projects’ impacts are significant. 

Open Spaces 

► Objective 1: To preserve open space land for the continuation of commercial agricultural and productive 
uses, the enjoyment of scenic beauty and recreation, the protection and use of natural resources, and for the 
protection from natural hazards. 

• Policy 9: The public should have opportunities to experience and appreciate open space resources. 

• Policy 10: Views of waterways, hilltops, and oak groves from public land and public roadways shall be 
protected. 

• Policy 11: Outstanding scenic vistas shall be preserved and public access provided to them whenever 
possible. 

San Joaquin County Code 

The following section from the San Joaquin County Code of Ordinances 1995 relating to light and glare is 
relevant to the proposed projects. 

Light and Glare (Section 9-1025.6) 

The provision of this Section shall apply to all outdoor lighting with the exception of public street lighting. 

► (a) Measurement. Illumination levels shall be measured with a photoelectric photometer following the 
standard spectral luminous efficiency curve adopted by the International Commission on Illumination. The 
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photoelectric photometer shall be located inside the property line nearest the luminaire, at a distance from the 
property line equal to the required yard depth or width at that point.  

► (b) Protection of Uses on Adjacent Lots. No use shall cause glare above 1.0 foot-candles on an adjacent lot 
developed residentially, zoned for residential use, or shown as residential on the General Plan Map, or cause 
glare on a street or alley.  

► (c) Nuisances. Flickering or intrinsically bright sources of illumination shall be controlled so as not to be a 
nuisance to uses on adjacent lots in residential or commercial zones. City of Stockton Municipal Code 

San Joaquin County Code 

The following section from the Stockton Municipal Code (July 2010) relating to light and glare are relevant to the 
proposed projects. 

Light and Glare (Section 16.32.070) 

Light or glare from mechanical or chemical processes or from reflective materials used or stored on a site shall be 
shielded or modified to prevent emission of light or glare beyond the property line, or upward into the sky. 

A. Exterior lights shall be located so as to eliminate spillover illumination or glare onto adjoining properties and 
to prohibit any interference with the normal operation or enjoyment of adjacent property. 

B. Exterior lights shall be made up of a light source, reflector, and shielding devices so that, acting together, the 
light beam is controlled and not directed across a property line or upward into the sky. Bare bulbs shall not be 
allowed. 

C. Lighting fixtures used to illuminate an outdoor advertising display shall be mounted on the top of the 
advertising structure and be directed downward.  

D. Exterior light fixtures existing and legally installed prior to the effective date of the ordinance codified in this 
Development Code are exempt from the requirements of this section. When existing luminaries are 
reconstructed or replaced, the reconstruction or replacement shall comply with this section. 

E. Lights used for holiday decorations are exempt from the requirements of this section. 

F. Portable temporary lighting used by law enforcement or emergency services personnel to protect life or 
property, are exempt from the requirements of this section. 

4.13.3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECTS 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

These thresholds are based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section I. This section of Appendix G provides a 
checklist of criteria that may be considered in performing an analysis of the aesthetic impacts of projects. The 
projects would result in significant visual quality impacts if they would: 

► have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; 

► substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to trees (particularly heritage oaks or 
unusually large trees), rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway; 
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► substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings; and/or 

► create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. 

METHODOLOGY 

The level of significance of visual impacts was determined using the thresholds of significance discussed above. 
Visual impacts of the proposed projects were evaluated for the project construction and operation periods. Note 
that an assessment of aesthetic quality is a subjective matter, and reasonable people can disagree as to whether 
alteration in the visual character and appearance of a project site would be adverse or beneficial. 

The method used for this assessment of impacts on aesthetics, light, and glare is adapted primarily from guidelines 
prepared by the Federal Highway Administration (1988) for assessing visual impacts associated with transportation 
projects; these guidelines are applicable to other types of projects that could alter existing landscapes. The process of 
describing and evaluating visual resources near the project sites and the surrounding area involves the following 
steps: 

► Identify the visual features or resources that compose and define the visual character of the viewsheds. 
(A viewshed is a physiographic area consisting of land, water, biotic, and cultural elements that may be 
viewed and mapped from one or more viewpoints and that has inherent scenic qualities and/or aesthetic 
values as determined by those who view it.) 

► Assess the quality of the identified visual resources relative to overall regional visual character. 

► Identify major viewer groups and describe viewer exposure. 

► Identify viewer sensitivity, or the relative importance of views to people who are members of the viewing 
public. 

► Evaluate the extent to which the affected environment contains places or features that have been designated in 
plans and policies for protection or special consideration. 

The visual character and quality of the project sites and surrounding area is discussed in the environmental setting 
section above; viewer exposure and viewer sensitivity is discussed below. 

Viewer Exposure 

Viewer exposure refers to the location of viewer groups, the number of viewers, and the frequency and duration of 
views (FHWA 1983:63). 

Viewer Exposure to the DeWitt Nelson Site 

Residential development is sparse in the DeWitt Nelson project vicinity and is rural; with the exception of cars 
passing by the site, viewers are few. Exhibit 4.13-1 shows the location of residences in the vicinity of the project. 
The two nearest residences, approximately 1,500 feet to the east and northeast of the DeWitt Nelson project site 
along Austin Road (as measured from the fence line) have distant background views of the project site from 
across Austin Road and a private agricultural field (Exhibit 4.13-2a). Another residence along Austin Road, 
approximately 0.7-miles northeast of the project site, has distant views of the project site. Six other residences are 
located approximately 0.5-mile west along Newcastle Road; however, views are blocked by existing buildings 
within the N. A. Chaderjian Youth Facility and the O. H. Close Youth Correctional Facility. There are no nearby 
residences to the north of the site. Because of the small number of viewers and the close proximity to the site, the 
viewer exposure for the two nearest residences east and northeast of the site would be moderate. 
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Northbound motorists on Newcastle Road have some direct views because of the undeveloped field to the south 
and raised topography of the Forward Landfill immediately south of the field. Southbound motorists on 
Newcastle Road do not have direct or peripheral views of the project site because of nearby institutional 
buildings. Considering the relatively small number of motorists who drive on Austin Road, which is located one-
third of a mile east of the site, and Newcastle Road, which is located one-third of a mile west of the site the view 
exposure is low from both roadways. No views of the DeWitt Nelson project site can be seen from Arch Road 
further to the north.  

Viewer Exposure to the NCRF Site 

Similar to conditions for the DeWitt Nelson site, residential development is sparse in the vicinity of the NCRF site 
and is rural; with the exception of cars passing by the site, viewers are few. Exhibit 4.13-1 shows the location of 
residences in the vicinity of the project site. Immediately east of the NCRF project site on Austin Road, one 
residence within 500 feet of the site (measured from the fence line) has mid-range views from across Austin 
Road. Two residences northwest of the project site at the intersection of Arch Road and Newcastle Road have 
distant views, approximately 0.5-mile from the project site. Two additional residences along Austin Road with 
distant north-south oriented views are approximately 0.5-mile southeast of the project site. The viewer exposure 
for four residences located 0.5-mile or more northwest and southwest of the site would be low. Because of the 
small number of viewers and the close proximity to the site, the viewer exposure for the nearest residence east of 
the site would be moderate. 

Northbound and southbound motorists on Newcastle Road do not have direct or peripheral views due to the 
distance (nearly 0.5 mile) and the intervening Northern California Youth Correction Center (NCYCC) facilities 
obstructing views. From Arch Road, westbound motorists have both direct and peripheral views of the project 
site. Immediately east of the project site on Austin Road motorists have direct and peripheral views of the site. 
According to the 2006 Draft Environmental Impact Report for the City of Stockton General Plan 2035, motorists 
traveling on State Route (SR) 99 did not have direct views of the site, but did notice the skyglow from the existing 
NCYCC, the correctional training center (at the NCRF site and currently not in operation), and BNSF railroad 
facilities near the project site. Because of the high number of motorists passing on SR 99, these motorists would 
have moderate visual exposure to skyglow around the project site. Considering the relatively small number of 
motorists who drive on Arch Road, which is located one-third mile north of any proposed structures, the viewer 
exposure is low. Likewise, for southbound motorists on Newcastle Road northwest of the site, the viewer 
exposure is also low. Finally, relative to Arch Road motorists, few motorists pass the project site on Austin Road. 
Thus, the visual exposure for nearby motorists on SR 99 is moderate and the visual exposure for all other 
motorists passing the site is low. 

Viewer Sensitivity 

Viewer sensitivity depends on the type of viewers and increases generally with an increase in the frequency and 
duration of views. Viewer sensitivity is higher for views seen by people who are driving for pleasure, people 
engaged in recreational activities, and for views seen by residents from near their homes. Sensitivity tends to be 
lower for commuters or for those driving as part of their work, for views in commercial and industrial landscapes, 
and for visitors whose visit purpose is not for leisure or recreation, such as business purposes (FHWA 1983:63–
64, SCS 1978:12). 

Because residents west of the project site have low visual exposure and are exposed to the moderately low visual 
quality of the site and the surrounding area, they would likely have moderately low visual sensitivity to changes 
on the project site. Because residents east of the project site have moderate visual exposure to the project site, 
which is already characterized as moderately low visual quality, and would likely have generally more moderate 
visual sensitivity in the context of the project site, views from these residences would be considered moderately 
sensitive. 
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Most of the motorists passing the project site on local roadways commute to the BNSF railroad facility, Forward 
Landfill, nearby farms, or other work-focused destinations to the east. The area is not near tourist destinations and 
is not within any designated scenic areas. Consequently, viewer sensitivity for passing motorists would be low. 

Motorists passing within 1.5 miles west of the project site on SR 99 could notice the existing skyglow from the 
NCYCC and BNSF railroad facilities surrounding the project site. Even so, the skyglow is only of passing interest 
to travelers on the highway and is not a prominent component of the viewshed. At the same time the skyglow is 
evident, the motorists are traveling through an urbanizing/urban area of Stockton. Skyglow is not a distracting 
component of the viewshed and the visual sensitivity for SR 99 motorists is considered low. 

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.13-1: Potential Degradation of a Scenic Vista 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

A scenic vista is generally considered a view of an area that has remarkable scenery or a resource that is 
indigenous to the area. No state- or locally designated scenic corridors or scenic vistas are within view in the 
DeWitt Nelson project area. The nearest San Joaquin County–designated scenic roadway is Interstate 580, 
approximately 21 miles to the west. The institutional structures on and generally surrounding the DeWitt Nelson 
project site are unremarkable, in that they are low profile and do not express noteworthy architectural character; 
rather, they detract from the overall visual character of the area. The agricultural land surrounding the site is 
unremarkable, in that the farmland is not expansive and is surrounded substantially by institutional development 
and a landfill and, therefore, does not constitute a remarkable scenic vista. The proposed DeWitt Nelson project 
involves primarily renovation of existing structures with only a few new facilities (housing structures, guard 
towers, lethal electrified fence, ancillary structures, and firing range) and removal of existing trees. Except for the 
firing range, these new facilities would be developed within the existing facility campus. The firing range would 
be located approximately 0.5 mile from the nearest residence. The distant view of the firing range at this 
residence, while visible, would be overwhelmed by the backdrop of Forward Landfill’s massive dirt mound and 
would appear as a small feature as the base of the mound. The development of the DeWitt Nelson project and the 
removal of existing trees at the site would not substantially alter the existing visual setting. The character the site 
would continue to be developed and institutional. For these reasons, construction-related and operational impacts 
on scenic vistas would be less than significant. 

No scenic vistas are located within view of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project site; thus, the project would not affect these 
resources. Furthermore, new development associated with the DeWitt Nelson project would primarily be located within the 
existing campus. Impacts to scenic vistas would be less than significant. (Impact 4.13-1a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

As with the proposed DeWitt Nelson project site, no state- or locally designated scenic corridors or scenic vistas 
are within view in the NCRF project area. The institutional structures on and generally surrounding the project 
site are unremarkable and detract from the overall visual character of the area. The agricultural land within the 
NCRF potential disturbance area (but not within the area of existing buildings) and the surrounding area is 
unremarkable, in that the farmland is not expansive and is surrounded substantially by institutional development 
and therefore does not constitute a scenic vista. A small number of people may consider agricultural land on the 
project site to be scenic, and this group could be affected by visual changes on the project site; however, this 
would be a limited number of people, and the limited effects of a new facility are consistent with the surrounding 
visual context. Furthermore, similar to DeWitt Nelson, the proposed NCRF project involves primarily renovation 
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of existing facilities with only a few new structures (medical building and guard towers), all located within the 
existing facility campus, and would, therefore, not substantially alter the existing visual setting. For these reasons, 
construction-related and operational impacts on scenic vistas would be less than significant. 

No scenic vistas are located within view of the proposed NCRF project site; thus, the project would not affect these resources. 
Furthermore, new development associated with the NCRF project would primarily be located within the existing campus. 
Impacts to scenic vistas would be less than significant. (Impact 4.13-1b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

As discussed above, the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would have a less-than-significant impact on scenic 
vistas. As for the proposed NCRF project, a small number of people may consider agricultural land on the project 
site proposed for expansion of the parking lot to be scenic. Although this group could be affected by visual 
changes on the NCRF project site, this would be a limited number of people, and the limited effects of a new 
facility are consistent with the surrounding visual context. Furthermore, both projects involve primarily 
renovation of existing facilities with few new structures. The new structures would primarily be located within the 
existing campuses of the two facilities (with exception of the firing range associated with DeWitt Nelson), and the 
combined projects would not substantially affect the visual setting. For these reasons, construction-related and 
operational impacts on scenic vistas of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would be less than significant. 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson project and NCRF project would have little impact on scenic vistas. New structures associated 
with both projects would mostly be located within the existing campuses. The proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects 
would not substantially alter the existing visual setting. This would be a less-than-significant impact of the combined NCRF 
and DeWitt Nelson facilities to scenic vistas. (Impact 4.13-1c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.13-2: Potential for Damage to Scenic Resources 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson project site is not visible from a designated scenic highway and structures on the 
project site are not considered historic resources (See Section 4.3 “Cultural Resources”). Furthermore, no other 
scenic resources exist on the site. Several large trees are located on the site, which would require removal to be 
consistent with CDCR’s security standards for adult correctional facilities (as well as to minimize wildlife impacts 
from the lethal electrified fence); these trees are located on developed property among former correctional 
buildings and many are located within the existing fence line. Therefore, views of these trees from off-site 
locations are obstructed by the existing fence and structures. These trees are not considered an important scenic 
resource. 

No scenic resources would be affected by the proposed project and the proposed project would not substantially 
damage scenic resources, including but not limited to unusual trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway. For this reason, the project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to 
scenic resources. 
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The project site is not visible from scenic highways and no scenic resources are located within view of the proposed DeWitt 
Nelson project site; thus, the project would not affect these resources, and the impact would be less than significant. 
(Impact 4.13-2a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

As with the proposed DeWitt Nelson project, the project site is not visible from a scenic highway. Structures on 
the site are not considered historic resources (see Section 4.2-3 “Cultural Resources”) and no large trees or other 
scenic resources would be affected by the proposed project. Thus, the proposed project would not substantially 
damage scenic resources, as there are none (no unusual trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 
state scenic highway). For this reason there would be no impact. 

No scenic resources, such as scenic highways, are located within view of the proposed NCRF project site; thus, the project 
would not affect these resources. There would be no impact to scenic resources. (Impact 4.13-2b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

As discussed above, the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would have no impact or less-than-
significant impacts on scenic resources. No state scenic highways are within view in the proposed project areas 
and no scenic resources would be affected by the proposed projects. For this reason the combined projects would 
result in a less-than-significant impact. 

No scenic resources, such as scenic highways, are located within view of the proposed NCRF and proposed DeWitt Nelson 
project sites; thus, the proposed projects in combination would not affect these resources. The combined projects would result 
in a less-than-significant impact related to scenic resources. (Impact 4.13-2c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.13-3: Potential Degradation of the Visual Character of the Project Site 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson project would involve re-purposing the existing vacant DeWitt Nelson Youth 
Correctional Facility to an adult correctional facility, which includes renovation or replacement of existing 
housing units, within the boundaries of the existing DeWitt Nelson facility. The proposed project would be 
consistent visually with the character and scale of the surrounding one- and two-story institutional facilities and 
would include re-purposing of existing buildings and construction of ancillary buildings, a firing range, guard 
towers, and an electrified fence around the perimeter. All trees within the site would be removed. 

Two residences immediately east of Austin Road have unobstructed views of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project 
site. The visual character of the 70 acres of existing institutional land would not change significantly with re-
purposing of existing buildings and construction of new structures, lethal electrified fence, firing range, and 
ancillary structures. However, the proposed project includes addition of eight 35-foot guard towers around the 
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perimeter of the site, which would be more conspicuous than the existing one-story structures and would more 
clearly denote a correctional facility. However, given the fact that the existing visual character is a correctional 
facility, the visual change would not be substantial. Overall, the site would retain its correctional institution 
appearance. Cyclone fencing and standard correctional buildings would be visible, but would not be substantially 
different from what currently exists today. Further, the development intensity of the site would not substantially 
change. Therefore, because the change in visual character would not be substantial and because few people 
regularly view the site, impacts related to change in visual character of the site would be less than significant. 

The DeWitt Nelson site would retain its correctional institution appearance. Proposed facilities would be visible, but would not 
be substantially different from what currently exists today and would be consistent with existing correctional uses. Further, the 
development intensity of the site would not substantially change. This would be a less-than-significant impact to the visual 
character of the area. (Impact 4.13-3a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

The proposed NCRF project would also involve renovation of buildings for a reentry facility to house adult male 
inmates, construction of a new medical building, an expansion of the existing parking lot, three guard towers, and 
an electrified fence enclosing the facility. The proposed project would be visually consistent with existing 
buildings on the site, and existing single and two-story institutional facilities and future California Health Care 
Facility buildings to the south. There are no trees within the fence line of the existing NCRF facility; however, a 
few ornamental nonnative trees at the area proposed for the parking lot expansion would be removed as part of 
this project. 

One residence approximately 500 feet east of the NCRF project site on Austin Road and two residences to the 
northwest, about three-quarter of a mile from the NCRF project site at the intersection of Arch Road and 
Newcastle Road, have unobstructed views of the site. Similar to the DeWitt Nelson facility, the proposed NCRF 
facility would include three 35-foot guard towers, which would be more conspicuous than the existing one-story 
structures. Overall, the visual character of the site would not change significantly with construction of the new 
facilities. Further, the development intensity of the site would not substantially change. Therefore, because the 
change in visual character would not be substantial and because few people regularly view the site, impacts 
related to degradation of the site’s visual character would be less than significant. 

Residents immediately east and further to the northwest and some motorists in the vicinity of the proposed NCRF project site 
would experience a slight degradation in visual character from construction of the proposed guard towers under the NCRF 
project. The NCRF site would retain its correctional institution appearance. Proposed facilities would be visible, but would not 
be substantially different from what currently exists today and would be consistent with existing correctional uses. Further, the 
development intensity of the site would not substantially change. This would be a less-than-significant impact to the visual 
character of the area. (Impact 4.13-3b) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

As discussed above, the proposed NCRF and the proposed DeWitt Nelson projects would result in the renovation 
or re-purposing of existing buildings, with the addition of a few new structures, guard towers, and an electrified 
fence. The proposed projects, in combination, would generally be visually consistent with existing buildings on 
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the sites and existing and future single and multi-story institutional facilities associated with the NCYCC and the 
future CHCF facility. 

Residences immediately east of Austin Road and residences to the northwest at the intersection of Arch Road and 
Newcastle Road have unobstructed views of either or both of the proposed NCRF and the DeWitt Nelson project 
sites. However, given the fact that the existing visual character is a correctional facility, the visual changes that 
would occur with the projects would not be substantial. Overall, the site would retain its correctional institution 
appearance. Cyclone fencing and standard correctional buildings would be visible, but would not be substantially 
different from what currently exists today. Further, the development intensity of the site would not substantially 
change. The impact is further limited due to relatively few numbers of people who regularly view these sites. 
Therefore, the change in visual character as viewed from the residences in the vicinity of the proposed NCRF and 
DeWitt Nelson project sites would be less than significant. 

Residents immediately east and further to the northwest and some motorists in the vicinity of the proposed NCRF and DeWitt 
Nelson project sites would experience a slight degradation in visual character from addition of guard towers proposed under 
the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects; however, they would not be a substantial change from the current visual character of 
the sites or the surrounding area. The DeWitt Nelson and NCRF sites would retain their correctional institution appearance. 
Proposed facilities would be visible, but would not be substantially different from what currently exists today and would be 
consistent with existing correctional uses. Further, the development intensity of the sites would not substantially change. This 
would be a less-than-significant impact to the visual character of the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities to the 
area. (Impact 4.13-3c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.13-4: Increase in Light and Glare 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Construction of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project is anticipated to last approximately 32 months. Night lighting 
may be used during this period However, because the nearest residences to the DeWitt Nelson site are located 
approximately 1,800 feet from the site and separated from the site by non-state-owned property, no direct glare or 
illumination from nighttime construction lighting would be cast on these residences. Therefore, temporary 
construction impacts from light and glare for two residences east of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project site 
would not be substantial. 

The proposed re-purposing of existing buildings, construction of new ancillary facilities, a firing range, guard 
towers, and associated lighting would be visible along Austin Road from the three nearest residences immediately 
east of the roadway. In addition, proposed high-pressure sodium bulbs from the existing high-mast lighting would 
illuminate areas inside and outside the fence line. Building lighting within the proposed facility would also 
contribute to the overall lighting on the project site. Overall, proposed lighting at the site would be viewed against 
the existing backdrop of pole-mounted lighting at the two operational NCYCC facilities west and northwest of the 
DeWitt Nelson project site. In general, this lighting would be consistent with existing lighting sources, but would 
appear to extend the area of illumination further to the south. 

Skyglow as seen by people traveling in the area, including along SR 99, would not be noticeably different than the 
current skyglow generated by the existing operational NCYCC facilities and at the BNSF railroad facility, due to 
the proximity of the proposed facilities to these existing light sources, as well as the similar intensity of the 
lighting. Therefore, this project would not contribute significantly to more distant skyglow affects. 

Because the project site is located approximately 1,800 feet from visually sensitive residences east of the 
proposed DeWitt Nelson project site, and because light sources currently exist at the operational NCYCC 
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facilities west of the site, light and glare impacts on residents east of the project site would be less than 
significant. 

Skyglow impacts for viewers in all directions would be similar to current skyglow caused by the adjacent NCYCC facilities and 
the existing BNSF railroad facility. Proposed lighting sources at the DeWitt Nelson site would not substantially increase light 
and glare for residents immediately east of the DeWitt Nelson project site. The impact would be less than significant. 
(Impact 4.13-4a) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

Construction of the proposed NCRF project is anticipated to last approximately 24 months. Night lighting may be 
used during this period. Unlike DeWitt Nelson, the NCRF fence line is within 500 feet of the nearest sensitive 
receptor (a residence located on Austin Road). Construction activities could occur as close as 500 feet from this 
sensitive receptor. Nighttime construction activities associated with NCRF could generate light and glare, 
exposing one residence east of the proposed NCRF project site to substantial, temporary light intrusion. 

Because it is not currently operating, the existing NCRF project site does not include substantial sources of light, 
glare, and skyglow. The proposed NCRF project would not include high-mast lighting; however, the project does 
include 35-foot tall pole-mounted lighting throughout the facility, as well as building perimeter lighting. Although 
the generation of light from NCRF is not substantial relative to the existing overall light levels from surrounding 
facilities, and would not result in skyglow related impacts because the skyglow condition currently exists in the 
project site vicinity due to the surrounding facilities’ light emission, the proximity of the project site to the nearby 
residence could result in a nuisance to the occupants, during both operation and construction, resulting from cast 
of light onto the property. This would be considered a significant impact. 

Skyglow impacts for viewers in all directions would be similar to current skyglow caused by adjacent operational NCYCC 
facilities and the BNSF railroad facility. However, due to the proximity of the existing residence on Austin Road, the increase in 
nighttime lighting at the facility, during both construction and operation, could result in a nuisance to the occupants of the 
residence. This would be a significant impact. (Impact 4.13-4b) 

Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.13-4b 

Minimizing Construction Lighting Impacts. To minimize the construction light that could spill onto the 
residential property immediately east of the NCRF project site, the flood or area lighting needed for 
construction activities will be directed downward toward work activities and shielded from adjacent 
residences. Portable construction lights will be operated at the lowest allowable height and in the smallest 
number feasible to maintain adequate night lighting. Construction lights will be shielded and oriented to 
minimize off-site visibility of light sources and glare and spill light by directing lighting toward the 
NCRF facility and not illuminating areas outside the fence line.  

At least 48 hours prior to use of nighttime construction lighting, CDCR shall offer to pay hotel 
accommodations for the duration of the nighttime construction for adjacent residents on properties within 
500 feet of the NCRF project site 

Redirecting Lighting from Project Operations Downward and Away from Residence to the East. 
To minimize the light from operation of the proposed NCRF project that could spill and glare onto the 
residential property immediately east of the project site, lights will be shielded such that direct lighting 
does not spill onto the residence. Further, light fixtures will not use reflective surfaces. 
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Significance after Mitigation 

With the implementation of the mitigation measures for Impact 4.13-4(b), which minimize construction lighting 
impacts and direct lighting from NCRF project operations downward and away from the residence to the east, 
construction and operational night lighting would be shielded, where possible, from sensitive residents east of the 
NCRF project site. Because the mitigation also offers to accommodate nearby residents in a hotel through the 
duration of the nighttime construction, the construction-related impacts would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. However, during project operation, the overall intensity of light could increase substantially for 
the nearest residence to the site, despite the use of glare shields, because of the need to provide overall security to 
the site. Although CDCR will make its best effort to design lighting facilities to reduce light and glare impacts, 
the NCRF project would nevertheless result in a substantial light and glare impact to the project vicinity. CDCR 
already uses state-of-the-art lighting in all its new facilities. This lighting would be designed to cast light only 
where needed, and to cut off glare to off-site areas. However, because of the required security protocols, other 
design treatments such as reduction in lighting intensity and landscaping are not feasible. There are no other 
known measures that CDCR can implement that would provide sufficient lighting to maintain security needs 
without some of this light being visible off of the CDCR property. Therefore, the NCRF project operation would 
result in a significant and unavoidable impact. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

As discussed above, the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would not significantly change the overall lighting 
levels in the project vicinity and, due to the distance between the DeWitt Nelson project site and the nearest 
sensitive receptors (1,800 feet), impacts associated with light and glare would be less than significant. 
Furthermore, nighttime lighting generated from the proposed NCRF facility would not be substantial relative to 
the overall light generated by the operational NCYCC facilities and the BNSF railroad facility. However, because 
of the proximity and extent of proposed lighting associated with the proposed NCRF project near visually 
sensitive residents within 500 feet east of the site, light and glare impacts on residents would be significant for the 
combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects. 

Skyglow impacts from the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects for viewers in all directions would be similar to current 
skyglow caused by the operational NCYCC uses and the BNSF railroad facility. Proposed lighting would increase nighttime 
light and glare for residents immediately east of the NCRF project site. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact. 
(Impact 4.13-4c) 

Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.13-4c 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.13-4b. 

Significance after Mitigation 

As discussed above, the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would result in less-than-significant light and glare. 
With the implementation of the mitigation measures for Impact 4.13-4(b), which minimize construction lighting 
impacts and direct lighting from NCRF project operations, construction-related light and glare impacts would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level, whereas operational impacts would remains significant after mitigation. 
Therefore, the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would result in a significant and unavoidable 
impact. 
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4.14 WATER SUPPLY 

This section evaluates the adequacy of existing and planned future water supplies to serve the projects and to 
serve other existing water users relying on this water. Municipal water for the site is proposed to be provided by 
the City of Stockton. In order to evaluate current and forecasted water supplies and demands for the City and its 
service area, the City of Stockton Metropolitan Area (COSMA), this section incorporates information from 
numerous sources including the City of Stockton Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) (City of Stockton 
2005a) and Water the Water Supply Evaluations (WSE) for the General Plan Update Preferred Alternative (City 
of Stockton 2006) and the Final EIR for the City of Stockton 2035 General Plan (City of Stockton 2007). The City 
of Stockton 2035 General Plan EIR, including the Water Supply Evaluation, was challenged in court over alleged 
CEQA violations. On June 9, 2010, the Superior Court of California, in San Joaquin County, entered a judgment 
upholding the adequacy of the EIR (Case No. CV 034370). This judgment was not appealed; therefore, the 2035 
General Plan EIR, including the Water Supply Evaluation, is presumed to be legally adequate. The General Plan 
EIR provides recent and pertinent information useful to the evaluation of the adequacy of existing and planned 
future water supplies to serve the project and other water users. The General Plan Final EIR, including the Water 
Supply Evaluation and Background Report, are hereby incorporated into this EIR for the NCRF and DeWitt 
Nelson Conversion projects as though set forth herein in full. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15150.) The documents 
are available for review at the City of Stockton Community Development Department, Planning Division, located 
at 345 N. El Dorado Street, Stockton, CA. 

4.14.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

CLIMATE 

The project area has a typical Mediterranean climate with wet, cool winters, and warm, dry summers. Most of the 
rainfall occurs between November and April with an average annual rainfall of 13.82 inches Western Regional 
Climate Center 2010). Elevations on the project sites range from 2 to 7 feet below mean sea level (msl). Slopes 
are nearly level (0 to 2%). 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FOR THE CDCR SITE 

Historically, facilities on the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson sites were supplied water by on-site groundwater wells. 
There are four wells on the site. Each well has a design capacity to produce up to approximately 1,500 gallon per 
minute (gpm). In addition, there are three 250,000-gallon water storage tanks, three booster pump stations 
including one fire pump, one 1,000-gallon hydropneumatic tank, and a sodium hypochlorite feed system. The 
pumped water is treated with sodium hypochlorite and supplied to the existing facilities for domestic water 
supply. Existing water demands at the site include potable water requirements (e.g., consumption, bathing, toilets, 
and kitchen use), landscape irrigation, and other miscellaneous uses including fire protection. Use of water at the 
site has changed over time, largely in response to fluctuations in the number of wards. 

In 1996, the incarcerated population at the site was close to 5,000 (3,960 wards at NCYCC and 950 inmates at the 
former Northern California Woman’s Facility (NCWF). Between 2001 and 2006 the population at the NCYCC 
site averaged 2,650. In 2001, an approximately “average” population year, there were 603 inmates at the NCWF 
and 1,633 wards at the NCYCC (2,236 total). At that time, the average daily water demand for these facilities was 
0.6 million gallons per day (mgd), and the average water usage per-inmate was approximately 268 gallons per-
inmate per-day (gpid). This information is provided to give historic context to water use at the site. 

Prior to 2010, each existing groundwater well had a capacity of approximately 2.16 mgd, and the total system 
capacity was 6.48 mgd. When in use, groundwater from the wells on the site is treated and stored in three 250,000 
gallon above-ground tanks. Past groundwater contamination from Forward Landfill (located south of the DeWitt 
Nelson Facility and previously operated by the City of Stockton) has resulted in detectable contamination of three 
of the four on-site wells. Due to the groundwater contamination, on December 8, 2008, the Central Valley 
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Regional Water Quality Control Board issued a Cleanup and Abatement Order (Order No. 5- 2008-0714) 
directing Forward Landfill to provide the CDCR property with municipal drinking water from the City of 
Stockton (also proposed as mitigation in the DEIR for the Forward Landfill Expansion Project, 2010). In response 
to the contamination and the Cleanup and Abatement Order, Forward Landfill, Inc. will implement short-term and 
long-term mitigation for water supply sources contaminated at the NCYCC. (San Joaquin County, 2010) 
Specifically, Forward Landfill will initially install an activated carbon treatment system for groundwater pumped 
from NCYCC. This treatment system will allow groundwater to meet all applicable drinking water standards. 
Forward Landfill has also committed to funding the extension of City water service to the NCYCC to replace the 
current use of the supply wells (San Joaquin County 2010: IV.F-20). The City would be responsible for 
constructing the infrastructure to provide water service to the NCYCC. 

Further, on August 8, 2010 a Settlement Agreement and Mutual Release (Settlement Agreement) was entered into 
by and between: (1) Greater Stockton Chamber of Commerce, County of San Joaquin, and City of Stockton (the 
“petitioners”); and (2) J. Clark Kelso, in his capacity as Receiver (“Receiver”), the California Prison Healthcare 
Receivership Corporation (CPR), and CDCR. The Settlement Agreement was in response to a lawsuit filed on 
November 17, 2009 by the petitioners alleging the inadequacy of the EIR certified by CDCR and CPR and the 
project approval for the CHCF project, located between the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson sites. Through the 
Settlement Agreement, CDCR agreed to seek San Joaquin County Local Area Formation Commission 
(SJLAFCO) approval of an Out-of-Agency water extension to allow the City of Stockton to provide water service 
to the CDCR Property. Concurrently with the application for Out-of-Agency water service, CDCR will also enter 
into a deferred annexation agreement with the City in implementation of City’s Policy 900-1, to facilitate the 
provision of water service to the CDCR property and to facilitate the City’s policy of requiring annexation, when 
feasible, as a condition of agreeing to provide new water service to properties outside of the City. For a further 
description of annexation proposals, see Chapter 2, “Introduction.” 

The Settlement Agreement further requires the City to cooperate with Forward Landfill in the construction of two 
water lines and installation of two water meters in Newcastle Road, one 24” diameter line (“Line A”) and 
associated 12” diameter meter (“Meter 1”) and one 16” diameter line (“Line B”) and associated 12” diameter 
meter (“Meter 2”), to supply water for the CDCR Property, as depicted on Exhibit 4.14-1. Once the water lines 
are operational, NCYCC’s water supply would be disconnected from the existing on-site well system (Kitchell 
2010:21). Unless the RWQCB directs that the three contaminated wells must remain operable for monitoring 
purposes, CDCR will abandon and destroy these contaminated on-site water wells and the City will assist CDCR 
in securing well closure permits from the County. CDCR, however, retains the right to continue use of the fourth 
existing well, which is currently uncontaminated. CDCR will also construct and pay for a 16” diameter water 
main in Arch Road and Austin Road (approximately 6,300 linear feet, traveling from the intersection of Logistics 
Drive with Arch Road and continuing eastward to Austin Road, and turning south to the point of the utility 
entrance to the CHCF site) (“Line C”) (Exhibit 4.14-1) with one water meter (“Meter 3”) to provide for a looped 
system to serve the CDCR Property. Upon installation of Line C and installation of Meter 3, the City may remove 
Meter 1 and associated connection to Line A (the 24 inch water main in Newcastle Road). CDCR may install an 
additional meter and connection from Line C in Arch Road (“Meter 4”). 

CITY OF STOCKTON WATER SUPPLIES 

As described above, the proposed projects would connect to City of Stockton municipal supplies. The City of 
Stockton currently meets and will continue to meet its water needs in a conjunctive use manner. This means that 
the water system will maximize use of surface water when it is available and purposefully reduce groundwater 
extractions to minimize operational needs, thereby allowing the portion of the groundwater beneath the COSMA 
to recover to above pre-existing conditions. Treated surface water is provided by the Stockton East Water District 
(SEWD) and produced from New Hogan and New Melones Reservoirs, and interim water transfers from Oakdale 
Irrigation District and San Joaquin Irrigation District. SEWD holds surface water contracts for annual supplies up 
to 205,000 acre-feet (af); however, under various supply restrictions and water year type conditions, actual current 
annual supply availability ranges from about 104,000 af in a wet year to 30,000 af in a critical dry year. (City of  
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Source: Kitchell 2010  

 
Existing and Proposed Water Supply Infrastructure Exhibit 4.14-1 
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Stockton 2007) In dry years, when surface water availability is limited, groundwater pumping is increased to meet 
demands. Groundwater currently comprises approximately 40 percent of the COSMA’s total water supply. (City 
of Stockton 2006) These water supplies are discussed in detail below. 

EXISTING AND FUTURE WATER SUPPLY 

Existing Groundwater Supply 

The COSMA overlies the San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basin, which lies within the Great Central Valley 
Basin. The thickness of the alluvial aquifer ranges from around 100 feet on the eastern end of San Joaquin County 
to over 3,000 feet on the southwestern end; the thickness underlying the Stockton area is approximately 1,000 
feet. (City of Stockton 2007 [Background report]) Overdraft of groundwater has occurred in the basin, with 
groundwater quality of the basin affected by saltwater intrusion from the Delta and the use of pesticides and 
fertilizers. Within the San Joaquin River Basin, both groundwater and surface water (rivers, streams, canals, and 
reservoirs) are significant water sources for both urban and agricultural users. In the past, the groundwater basin 
underlying San Joaquin County has been classified by the California Department of Water Resources as being in 
overdraft, especially in the northeastern portion of the County. The City of Stockton, however, has been 
instrumental through its voluntary participation in funding the existing conjunctive use program for the portion of 
the basin underlying the COSMA that groundwater elevations have stabilized and no significant declines have 
been recorded since the late 1980s. (City of Stockton 2006 [WSE].) 

The City has determined that sustainable groundwater yield is 0.75 AF/acre/year, equivalent to a groundwater 
yield of approximately 50,000 afy. Groundwater extraction ranges from a planning yield of 0.6 AF/acre/year to as 
high as 1.0AF/acre/year. Based on available monitoring data, the current extraction rate appears to be at or 
slightly above the sustainable yield of the groundwater basin (City of Stockton 2006). 

Existing Surface Water Supply 

Water supplies to the City are obtained from three sources, which rely on a combination of surface and 
groundwater sources. Three retail water providers provide water to COSMA: 

► California Water Service Company, 
► City of Stockton Municipal Utilities Department (COSMUD), and 
► County Maintenance Districts. 

COSMA currently receives surface water from the following five sources: 

► New Hogan Reservoir (40,171 afy): SEWD and Calaveras County Water District (CACWD) hold a 
repayment contract with the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) for water stored in New Hogan Reservoir. 
Because this water is not part of the Central Valley Project, it is not subject to Central Valley Project 
deficiencies in dry hydrologic years, and has no expiration date. Out of this contract SEWD has a right to 
divert up to 40,171 afy and CACWD has a right to divert up to 30,928 afy. The 40,171 afy is 56.5 percent of 
the total contract amount with CACWD holding 43.5 percent. 

► Calaveras County Water District Transfers (10,000 afy): SEWD holds a contract with CACWD for 
transfer of unused water entitlements under CACWD’s Reclamation contract. While water under this contract 
continues to be delivered at 24,000 afy, the contract amount may be reduced to around 10,000 afy as 
competing demands arise from new development in Calaveras County. Based on buildout projections for the 
Calaveras General Plan, the 10,000 afy is considered a reliable long-term water supply for SEWD. 

► New Melones Reservoir (40,000 afy): This Stanislaus River water source is only available in wet and above-
normal years. Under a Bureau of Reclamation contract, SEWD is entitled to 40,000 afy for municipal and 
industrial uses. The infrastructure to supply this water is complete, but the source is not reliable because the 
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Central Valley Project Improvement Act and other regulatory actions have reduced the quantity of water 
available from this source. 

► South San Joaquin Irrigation District (15,000 afy): The City of Stockton holds an interim water transfer 
contract for water treated and wheeled through SEWD with South San Joaquin Irrigation District (SSJID) for 
15,000 afy from the Stanislaus River (New Melones). The contract amount is limited to a minimum of 4,000 
afy in critically dry years. While this contract expires in 2009, COSMUD is pursuing a renewal of the 
contract. Because SSJID is a senior water rights holder, this supply is considered reliable. 

► Oakdale Irrigation District (OID) (15,000 afy): The City of Stockton also has an interim contract with OID 
for up to 15,000 afy from the Stanislaus River (New Melones) that is wheeled and treated by SEWD to the 
COSMA. The contract is expected to deliver at least 4,000 afy in critically dry years. Because OID is a senior 
water rights holder on the Stanislaus River, this is considered a reliable source of water. While the contract is 
due to expire in 2009 (with a possible ten year renewal), the City of Stockton is pursuing a renewal of the 
contract and OID has indicated in its draft Water Resources Plan that it intends to implement long-term water 
transfer agreements in order to fund improvements to its delivery infrastructure. 

In all, COSMA’s available “firm” surface water supplies total 134.17 thousand acre-feet (taf) per year in wet or 
above normal years and 58.17 taf per year in critical years. Without interim supplies, SEWD supplies in wet and 
above normal years total 104.17 taf per year (City of Stockton, 2006 [WSE]). As noted, the COSMA is served 
using conjunctive use methods where groundwater and surface water are balanced so as not to exceed accepted 
groundwater yields over a long-term period or in any given year (explained in more detail below and in the City’s 
WSE for its General Plan Update). 

Future Water Supply 

The NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would rely on the City’s deliveries and supply. As discussed at the outset 
of this section, the City has prepared a WSE, also known as a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the 2035 
General Plan Update. The WSE is based on the most recent information regarding the amounts of reliable 
groundwater and reliable surface water available to the COSMA. The COSMA currently demands 68,000 afy. 
Build-out water demand of the City of Stockton General Plan is anticipated to be 156,083 afy in 2035. Assuming 
a total population of 592,000 in 2035, the demand figure equates to approximately 235 gallons of water per day 
per capita (City of Stockton 2006). 

The WSE determined that the COSMA water purveyors (COSMUD, Cal Water, and SJCMDs) cannot currently 
support the population growth assumed to occur as part of the proposed 2035 General Plan Update without the 
initial phase of the Delta Water Supply Project (DWSP) (discussed below) and the upgrade of the SEWD WTP to 
60 mgd. The DWSP is currently under construction and is expected to be in operation by 2010 or 2011. The City 
of Stockton has concluded that the DWSP along with other available sources (that include water from the SEWD 
water treatment plant upgrade), would be a viable water supply for meeting the proposed 2035 General Plan 
Update’s buildout water demand (City of Stockton 2006). 

The City of Stockton’s total existing and future water supply, not including the DWSP (discussed below), is 
shown in Table 4.14-1. 
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Table 4.14-1 
Current and Future Water Supplies (afy) 

Source 

Annual Contract Amount Acre-feet (AF) Critical Year Availability 

Guaranteed Possible or 
Interim 

Guaranteed 
+ Possible 
or Interim 

2000 2010 2020 2035 

Current and Future Sources of Supply 

Reclamation – New Hogan Water 
Supplies, CACWD and SEWD 

40,171 - - 40,171 20,000 1 2,000 1 2,000 12,000 

CACWD Appropriative Water 
Rights 

10,000 1 4,000 2 4,000 20,000 1 0,000 1 0,000 10,000 

Reclamation – New Melones 
Interim Water Contract 

40,000 - - 40,000 Not 
Available 

in Dry 
Years 

   

SSJID Transfer Stanislaus River -- 15,000 15,000 4,000 4,000 0 0 

OID Transfer Stanislaus River -- 15,000 15,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 0 

Future Appropriative Water Rights 
on the Calaveras River 

-- 5 0,000 50,000 Not 
Available 

in Dry 
Years 

   

Total 90,171 94,000 184,171 98,000 80,000 76,000 72,000 

Notes: CACWD = Calaveras County Water District; OID = Oakdale Irrigation District; Reclamation = U.S. Bureau of Reclamation; SEWD = 

Stockton East Water District; SSJID = South San Joaquin Irrigation District 

SEWD has a right to 56.5 percent of the yield, and CACWD has rights to the remaining 43.5 percent. CACWD currently uses approximately 

3,500 ac ft of its allocation, and use of their appropriative water rights is 13,000 ac-ft. 

Based on an agreement between CACWD and SEWD, SEWD currently has use of the unused portion of CACWD’s appropriative water 

rights that currently yields approximately 24 TAF 

* Does not include Interim supplies 

Source: City of Stockton 2007 

 

As noted, the WSE for the City of Stockton’s General Plan Update, concluded that the COSMA water purveyors 
(COSMUD, Cal Water, and SJCMDs) cannot currently support the population growth assumed to occur as part of 
the proposed 2035 General Plan Update without the initial phase of the Delta Water Supply Project (DWSP) and 
the upgrade of the SEWD WTP to 60 mgd. The DWSP will be a conjunctive use program that will integrate 
surface water and groundwater management components. The surface water component of the DWSP will include 
a screened intake facility on the San Joaquin River, new pipelines to convey Delta water to a new water treatment 
facility just north of the COSMA, and treated water pipelines to deliver water to the City’s existing water 
distribution system. In addition, shared infrastructure with the California Water Service Company (Cal Water) 
will be used to distribute DWSP treated water throughout Cal Water’s service area within the COSMA. The 
groundwater component will include coordinated groundwater and surface water management. With the 
implementation of the DWSP, the City will pump less groundwater and the groundwater levels will be allowed to 
recover by in-lieu recharge. After the development of the initial phase (30 mgd) of the DWSP, the City will 
consider the need for an aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) program to optimize the use of Delta water in periods 
when supply exceeds demand. Initially, the City would study and implement a pilot program to test the feasibility 
of an ASR program and define the potential location of the injection/extraction wells. Ultimately by about 2050, 
the water treatment plant (WTP) would be expanded to treat 160 mgd of surface water up to the maximum water 
rights request of 125,900 afy. 
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On January 6, 1996, the City submitted a water rights application to the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) to secure rights to divert surface water from the Delta. The City’s water rights application addresses a 
long-term planning horizon through the year 2050, requesting an ultimate diversion to 160 mgd (125,900 afy). 
Initially the DWSP will divert about 30 mgd (33,600 afy) to meet demands through 2035 or build-out of the 
General Plan Update. The water rights application specifies a Place of Use for the water that is coincident with the 
City’s 1990 General Plan Boundary. An EIR for the DWSP was prepared in 2005 and certified by the City on 
November 8, 2005. On December 20, 2005, the SWRCB issued the City a permit for Diversion and Use of Water 
for up to 33,600 afy. The SWRCB divided the water rights application into two separate applications, 
Applications 30531A and 30531B. Application 30531A covers only the initial phase of the DWSP up 30 mgd 
(33,600 afy) and the place of use is confined to the current 1990 General Plan boundary. When later phases of the 
DWSP are needed, the City will be required to return to the SWRCB to request that the permit amounts be 
increased. The initial phase was granted a water right under California Water Code Section 1485 (Price, pers. 
comm. 2008). This allows the City to take out of the Delta as much water as the City’s wastewater treatment plant 
discharges into the Delta. This quantity (which fully covers the 33,600 afy) is not restricted; as long as the 
wastewater is discharged into the Delta, the same amount of water can be diverted. Considering all of the 
currently available information, the DWSP will provide a very reliable source of water. 

The DWSP has been approved by the City of Stockton. Construction began on the DWSP in the fall of 2009. The 
DWSP is expected to be completed by Spring 2012. (Granberg, pers. comm., 2010), October 2010. A number of 
recent events surrounding the protection of rare, threatened and endangered fish species within the Sacramento-
San Joaquin Bay Delta could affect future water deliveries of Delta water generally. It is not clear at this time, 
however, whether and/or how the surface water component of the DWSP could be affected, but given the DWSP 
was granted rights under Water Code 1485; it is likely the DWSP would not be significantly affected (see 
discussion above). Nevertheless, a discussion of recent activities potentially affecting water supply in the Delta is 
included because of the potential for any uncertainty. 

Numerous fish species in the Delta have been listed as threatened or endangered species, including the Central 
Valley winter and spring runs of Chinook salmon, Central Valley steelhead, Delta smelt, and green sturgeon. The 
Federal Bureau of Reclamation and the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) coordinate operation 
of the Central Valley Project (CVP) and State Water Project (SWP) through the Operating Criteria and Plan 
(OCAP). In 2004, the National Marine Fisheries Service issued a biological opinion concluding that the OCAP 
would not jeopardize the continued existence of listed salmon and steelhead species or modify their critical 
habitat. In 2005, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued a biological opinion reaching the same conclusions 
with respect to the Delta Smelt. Thereafter, in 2005, a coalition of environmental and sport fishing organizations 
filed federal lawsuits seeking to invalidate these “no jeopardy” conclusions. (Natural Resources Defense Council 
v. Kempthorne [U.S. Dist. Ct. N.D.Cal. Case No. 1:05-CV-01207] (Delta smelt biological case); Pacific Coast 
Federation of Fishermen’s Associations v. Gutierrez [U.S. Dist. Ct. N.D.Cal. Case No. 1:06-cv-00246 (salmon 
biological opinion case).) 

In May 2007, the Honorable Justice Wanger of the United States District Court, Eastern District, decided the 
biological opinion prepared for the Delta smelt violated the Federal Endangered Species Act. In December 2007, 
Judge Wanger issued an interim order restricting exports at certain times, among other actions, to protect the 
Delta smelt until a new biological opinion is prepared. In July 2008, Judge Wanger ruled that the salmon 
biological opinion also violated the Endangered Species Act, although Judge Wanger declined to order a 
reduction on water deliveries in connection with that case. 

Since the 2008 rulings, USFWS and NMFS have prepared new biological opinions, and Judge Wanger has issued 
additional rulings in 2010 in relation to the new biological opinions. Additional legal action has been filed. In 
short, there continues to be substantial acrimony surrounding the various competing needs for water in the Delta, 
and the ultimate fate of potential changes in the operation of the SWP or CVP is not known and cannot be 
currently known. It remains unclear how possible adverse rulings in the pending litigation might affect system 
operations of the SWP or CVP (and in turn, the DWSP). 
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In addition to endangered species and ecosystem restoration concerns, other factors potentially affecting the 
reliability of water delivered from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, including State Water Project supplies, 
include climate change, water quality and the potential failure of the Delta levee system due to earthquakes and 
floods, which could cause saltwater to take a hold of the Delta. Currently, several efforts are underway to help 
recover endangered species and their habitat in the Delta as well as provide for sufficient and reliable water 
supplies. For instance, in 2009, the state legislature passed a package of bills and a bond proposal, which among 
other things, requires the creation of a Delta Council, preparation of a Delta Plan, stricter groundwater monitoring 
and enforcement of illegal diversions, more ambitious water conservation, and water recycling and conservation 
programs. In addition, the California Department of Water Resources, the Bureau of Reclamation, the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, and the National Marine Fisheries Service, in cooperation with the California Department of 
Fish and Game, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers are currently 
in the process of developing the Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP). The BDCP is intended to be a 
comprehensive conservation plan under the federal Endangered Species Act and the California Natural 
Community Conservation Planning Act that will allow the issuance of “incidental take authorizations” under 
federal and state law for endangered and threatened species that are covered by the plan. The BDCP is intended to 
provide an ecosystem-based approach that will help restore fish and wildlife species in the Delta while providing 
for sufficient and reliable water supplies. The basic overall conservation strategy for the BDCP is scheduled to be 
available by the end of 2010, with a draft of the full plan available by the middle of 2011. A draft Environmental 
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement is expected to be available for public review by summer 2011. 
The BDCP Steering Committee anticipates that the BDCP will be approved, and a permit decision will be made in 
2012. Another effort to restore the Delta is the CALFED Bay Delta Program, which is a collaboration of state and 
federal agencies and works in four inter-related, over-arching categories: ecosystem restoration, levee stability, 
water quality improvement, and water supply reliability.  

Although, as evident from the discussion above, several large-scale planning efforts are underway to improve 
Delta ecosystem health and water supply reliability, it is impossible to know at this time how and to what degree 
these efforts could potentially adversely or beneficially affect the DWSP’s surface water component. As discussed 
above, it is anticipated that DWSP would most likely not be affected because of its water rights status. 

EXISTING AND FUTURE WATER DEMAND 

Because the proposed projects would be rely on the City’s water supply, it is relevant to describe the cumulative 
demand anticipated at full buildout of the City of Stockton’s General Plan Update. Table 4.14-2 summarizes the 
City of Stockton’s water demands to full buildout of the General Plan Update, as evaluated in the WSE for the 
General Plan Update. 

Table 4.14-2 
City’s Total Demands* to Full Buildout of the General Plan Update as Stated in the WSE (afy) 

Year 2005 2010 2015 2020 2030 2035 

Demand 68,714 8 1,250 8 5,330 106,250 137,500 156,083 

Notes: 

* Summarizes demands presented in the City’s 2006 WSE and includes Cal Water and COSMUD demands for municipal water. 

Source: City of Stockton 2006 

 

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE AND WATER SUPPLY 

In recent years, the scientific consensus has begun to accept that Earth’s climate is changing and has broadened to 
consider increasing concentrations of greenhouse gases, attributable to anthropogenic activities, as a primary 
cause of global climate change. The United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) predicts 
that changes in Earth’s climate will continue through the 21st century and that the rate of change may increase 
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significantly in the future because of human activity (IPCC 2001b, 2007). An extensive background on global 
climate change including modeling and trends is found in Section 5 “Cumulative Impacts.” 

Today, the issue of global climate change has begun to play an increasing role in scientific and policy debates 
over multiple issue areas. Of particular concern are the existing and potential future effects of global climate 
change on hydrologic systems and water management (e.g., domestic water supply, agricultural water supplies, 
flood control, and water quality). There is evidence that global climate change has already had an effect on 
California’s hydrologic system; for example, historical data indicate a trend toward declining volumes of spring 
and summer runoff from the Sierra Nevada. 

California water planners and managers have been among the first groups in the nation to seriously consider the 
implications of statewide and regional climate change (rather than global-scale changes) on the reliability and 
safety of their systems. The California Water Plan (Bulletin 160) first briefly addressed climate change in 1993. 
This analysis has most recently been expanded and refined in the 2005 update of the California Water Plan, which 
explores a wide range of climate impacts and risks, including risks to water resources (can be accessed at 
http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/previous/cwpu2005/index.cfm). The 2005 update also describes efforts that 
should be taken to quantitatively evaluate climate change effects for the next update of the California Water Plan. 

Water Supply Projections 

Several recent studies have shown that existing water-supply systems are sensitive to climate change (Wood and 
Palmer 1997). Many regional studies have shown that large changes in the reliability of water yields from 
reservoirs could result from only small changes in inflows as a result of rainfall and snowpack (Kiparsky and 
Gleick 2005, Cayan et al. 2006). Little work has been performed on the effects of climate change on specific 
hydrologic basins, though groundwater recharge reduction, higher evaporation, shorter rainfall seasons could be 
expected (Kiparsky and Gleick 2005). Conversely, rapid or additional winter runoff, however, would be occurring 
at a time when some basins, particularly in Northern California, are being recharged at their maximum capacity. 
However, the specific extent to which various meteorological conditions will change and the impact of that 
change on hydrologic systems are both unknown. 

DWR’s 2006 report focused on climate change impacts on SWP operations and on the Delta. The results of that 
analysis suggest several impacts of climate change on overall SWP operations and deliveries. In three of the four 
climate scenarios simulated, reservoirs north of the Delta experienced shortages during droughts. Van Rheenen et 
al. (2004) studied the potential effects of climate change on the hydrology and water resources of the Sacramento–
San Joaquin River basin using five PCM scenarios. The study concluded that most mitigation alternatives 
examined satisfied only 87% to 96% of environmental targets in the Sacramento system, and less than 80% in the 
San Joaquin system. Therefore, modifications and improvements to system infrastructure could be necessary to 
accommodate the volumetric and temporal shifts in flows predicted to occur with future climates in the 
Sacramento–San Joaquin River basin. 

Lund et al. (2003) examined the effects of a range of estimates of climate warming on the long-term performance 
and management of California’s water system. The study estimated changes in California’s water availability, 
including effects of forecasted changes in year-2100 urban and agricultural water demands, using a modified 
version of the CALVIN model. Some of the main conclusions are summarized as follows: 

► Methodologically, it is useful and realistic to include a wide range of hydrologic effects, changes in 
population and water demands, and changes in system operations in studies of climate change. 

► A broad range of climate-warming scenarios show significant increase in wet-season flows and significant 
decreases in spring snowmelt. The magnitude of effects of climate change on water supplies is comparable to 
increases in water demand from population growth in the 21st century. 
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► In Southern California, population growth is expected to be more problematic than climate change. 
Population growth, conveyance limits on imports, and the high economic value of water in Southern 
California could lead to high levels of wastewater reuse and substantial use of desalinated seawater along the 
coast. 

► California’s water system could economically adapt to all the climate-warming scenarios examined in the 
study. California can adapt to population growth and global climate change by using new technologies for 
efficiency of water supply, treatment, and water use; implementing water transfers and conjunctive use; 
coordinating operation of reservoirs; and improving flow forecasting. The cooperation of the federal, state, 
regional, and local governments can also be helpful. Even if these strategies are implemented, however, the 
costs of water management are expected to be high and there is likely to be less “slack” in the system than 
under current operations and expectations. 

Summary of Global Climate Change on Water Supply 

As described by several projections, overall, climate change is expected to have a greater effect in Southern 
California than Northern California. For example, for year 2020 conditions, where optimization is allowed 
(i.e., using the CALVIN model), scarcity is essentially zero in the Sacramento Valley for both urban and 
agricultural users, and generally zero for urban users in the San Joaquin and Tulare basins. Rather, most water 
scarcity will be felt by agricultural users in Southern California, although urban users in Southern California, 
especially those in the Coachella Valley, will also experience some scarcity. By the year 2050, urban water 
scarcity will remain almost entirely absent north of the Tehachapi Mountains, although agricultural water scarcity 
in the Sacramento Valley could increase to about 2% (Medellin et al. 2006). 

Based on the conclusions of current literature regarding California’s ability to adapt to global climate change, it is 
reasonably expected that, over time, the state’s water system will be modified to be able to handle the projected 
climate changes, even under dry and/or warm climate scenarios (DWR 2006). Although coping with climate 
change effects on California’s water supply could come at a considerable cost, based on a thorough investigation 
of the issue, it is reasonably expected that statewide implementation of some, if not several, of the wide variety of 
adaptation measures available to the state will likely enable California’s water system to reliably meet future 
water demands. For example, traditional reservoir operations may be used, in conjunction with other adaptive 
actions, to offset the impacts of global warming on water supply (Medellin et al. 2006 Lund et al. 2003). Other 
adaptive measures include better water-use efficiency practices by urban and agricultural users, conjunctive use of 
surface water and groundwater, desalination, and water markets and portfolios (Medellin et al. 2006; see also 
Lund et al. 2003). More costly statewide adaptation measures could include construction of new reservoirs and 
enhancements to the state’s levee system (CEC 2003). As described by Medellin et al. 2006, with adaptation to 
the climate, water deliveries to urban centers are expected to decrease by only 1%, with Southern California 
shouldering the brunt of this decrease. 

4.14.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

FEDERAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

No federal plans, policies, regulations or laws are applicable to the proposed project. 

STATE PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

SB 610 applies to cities or counties making decisions about development and does not apply to State or Federal 
agencies. Although the proposed project is not subject to State Senate Bill 610 or local General Plan Policies, 
these policies are still discussed below for context. 
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Senate Bill 610 

California Senate Bill 610 (SB 610; Chapter 643, Statutes of 2001), which took effect on January 1, 2002, was 
created so that cities and counties could make appropriate land use decisions based on water supply and 
availability. SB 610 mandates that detailed water availability information, in the form of a water supply 
assessment as defined in the bill, be provided to city and county decision makers prior to approval of large 
development projects. A project subject to the requirements of SB 610, as defined by California Water Code 
Section 10912, would be any or all of the following: 

1. Residential development of 500 or more units; 

2. Shopping center or business establishment employing 1000 or more people or encompassing 500 or more 
square feet; 

3. Office building employing 1,000 or more people or encompassing 500 or more square feet; 

4. Hotel or motel with 500 or more rooms; 

5. Industrial or manufacturing plant or industrial park employing 1,000 or more people or encompassing 650 or 
more square feet or on 40 or more acres; 

6. A mixed use project or other project with water demand equal to a 500 dwelling development; and/or 

7. For a supplier with 5,000 or fewer connections, if the project will increase connections or demand by more 
than 10%. 

A water supply assessment should include, in as much detail as possible, existing and future water supplies and 
demands over a 20 year timeline, water agreements or contracts, water demands of the proposed project, and an 
assessment to determine if the available supplies will be able to support the proposed project demands during 
normal, single dry, and multiple dry water years (California Department of Water Resources 2003a). 

LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND ORDINANCES 

City of Stockton 2035 General Plan 

The following goal and policies in the City of Stockton General Plan 2035 relating to water supply are relevant to 
the proposed projects. These policies are not directly applicable to the proposed projects. The lead agencies are 
citing these policies, however, in order to assist with the determination of whether the projects’ impacts are 
significant. 

Public Facilities 

► Goal PFS-1: To ensure the provision of adequate facilities and services that maintain service levels are 
adequately funded and allocated strategically. 

• Policy PFS-1.4: Development Impacts to Existing Infrastructure. The City shall ensure that proposed 
developments do not create substantial adverse impacts on existing infrastructure and that the necessary 
infrastructure will be in place to support the development. 

• Policy PFS-1.5: Funding for Public Facilities. The City shall continue to utilize developer fees, the 
City’s public facilities fees, and other methods (i.e., grant funding and assessment districts) to finance 
public facility design, construction, operation, and maintenance. 
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• Policy PFS-1.8: Impact Mitigation. The City shall review development proposals for their impacts on 
infrastructure (i.e., sewer, water, fire stations, libraries, streets) and require appropriate mitigation 
measures if development reduces service levels. 

• Policy PFS-2.1: Water Conservation. The City shall continue to implement water conservation 
programs that save significant amounts of water at a reasonable cost. 

• Policy PFS-2.2: Water Supply. The City shall evaluate long-term water supply strategies, including 
acquiring or developing additional water supplies that would be available during drought periods, to 
offset the shortages anticipated from existing supplies, and improved water conservation and reuse. For 
new development, the City will require the use of nonportable water for irrigation of large landscaped 
areas where feasible and cost effective. 

• Policy PFS-2.3: Water Treatment Capacity. The City shall plan, secure funding for, and procure 
sufficient water treatment capacity and infrastructure to meet projected water demands. 

• Policy PFS-2.4: Growth Trends. The City shall establish a process for monitoring water demand growth 
trends to anticipate water supply needs. 

• Policy PFS-2.5: Water Quality. The City shall monitor water quality regularly to ensure that safe 
drinking water standards are met and maintained in accordance with State and EPA regulations and take 
necessary measures to prevent contamination. 

• Policy PFS-2.6: Level of Service. The City shall maintain adequate levels of water service by preserving, 
improving, and replacing infrastructure as necessary. 

• Policy PFS-2.7: Water Supply for New Development. The City shall ensure that water supply capacity 
and infrastructure are in place prior to granting building permits for new development. 

• Policy PFS-2.8: Delta Water Supply. The City shall not approve new development that relies on water 
from the Delta Water Supply Project until this Delta water is allocated through a water right to the City by 
the State of Water Resources Control Board or a replacement water supply is secured. 

• Policy PFS-2.9: Water Facility Sizing. The City shall ensure through the development review process 
that public facilities and infrastructure are designed to meet ultimate capacity needs, pursuant to a master 
plan, to avoid the need for future replacement to achieve upsizing. For facilities subject to incremental 
sizing, the initial design shall include adequate land area and any other elements not easily expanded in 
the future. 

• Policy PFS-2.10: Sustainability of Surface Water Supplies. The City shall work in concert with other 
water purveyors in the region to seek long-term renewable surface water contracts, and shall take actions 
to acquire, protect, and expand surface water rights to serve growing water demands. 

• Policy PFS-2.11: Sustainability of Groundwater Supplies. The City shall work in concert with other 
water purveyors in the region to achieve the target yield (0.6 afy) of the drinking water aquifer, and shall 
limit its long-term average groundwater withdrawals to this target yield. 

• Policy PFS-2.12: Water for Irrigation. The City shall encourage the use of non-potable water supplies 
for irrigation of landscape. 
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4.14.3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECTS 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

These thresholds are based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section XVII(d). This section of Appendix G 
provides a checklist of criteria that may be considered in performing an analysis of the water supply impacts of a 
project. The projects would result in significant water supply impacts if they would: 

► Lack of sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements or resources. 

METHODOLOGY 

This impact analysis was based on review of the WSE for the City of Stockton’s 2035 General Plan Update, 
relevant information on existing and proposed conditions provided by the CDCR and the Federal Receiver, and 
coordination with COSMUD. 

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.14-1: Impacts to Water Supply 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

The DeWitt Nelson Facility would result in the construction of new and renovation of existing housing units that 
would house up to a maximum of 1,133 inmates. As discussed in section 4.8, “Land Use and Agricultural 
Resources,” the proposed project is consistent with the City of Stockton 2035 General Plan land use designation 
for the site. Due to the intensity of the project, however, some of the demand for this project may not have 
accounted for in the City’s General Plan and the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (City of Stockton 2005a). 
The project is part of the existing NCYCC facilities in Stockton. For the purposes of this analysis, however, all of 
the demand is conservatively analyzed separately and additively from current institutional facilities water demand 
estimates in the 2005 UWMP. As of June 2008, the three existing operational youth correctional facilities 
combined housed approximately 450 wards and the former NCWF was used as a training facility. The most recent 
water usage data at the existing NCYCC facility was collected in 2006 (CPR 2008:21–22). Yearly consumption 
was 187 million gallons (MG) (574 AF), with a 0.51 million gallons per day (MGD) demand. The maximum 
monthly demand was 37 MG or 1.23 MGD in a 30-day month. The maximum day demand was estimated at 1.20 
MGD in a report produced by Carollo Engineers in December 2006. The City of Stockton planning and design 
criteria require a fire flow of 4,500 gallons per minute (GPM) for four hours. The total of the more conservative 
maximum daily demand is 1.23 MGD / 855 gpm, and the fire flow demand is 7.71 MGD / 5,355 GPM. Based on 
the total NCYCC population in 2006 of 2,246, the average water consumption per person was 152 gallons per 
day/bed (GPD). This figure includes irrigation use, and is consistent with long-term average use at the site. 

The proposed project would contain 1,133 beds. The following analysis assumes 175 GPD per bed for potable 
water, which is based on CDCR’s standard demand factors for institutional facilities. Using the average day 
demand factor of 175 GPD per bed, the proposed project would require 0.20 MGD of potable water, including 
irrigation demands. This is equivalent to a demand of approximately 222 afy. 
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TOTAL FUTURE DEMAND 

The total future demand is summarized in Table 4.14-3. 

Table 4.14-3 
City’s Total Existing and Future Demands (afy) 

Year 2004 2010 2015 2020 2030 2035 

City GP 2035 Demand 68,714 81,250 85,330 106,250 137,500 156,083 

DeWitt Nelson Demand (Increase) 0 222* 222 222 222 222 

Total Demand 68,714 81,472 85,552 106,472 137,722 156,305 

Source: City of Stockton 2006 

*Although the project is not anticipated to be completed until 2013, the project demand is added to the 2010 scenario. 

 

Water Sufficiency Analysis 

A comparison of existing and future supply and demand is presented in Table 4.14-4. The table assumes that all 
existing guaranteed water would be available, plus the DWSP project, which, as described above, is a reasonably 
likely project. This is a conservative analysis that does not assume renewal of existing agreements for water that is 
not firm. For the area within the COSMA service area, the total supply exceeds total demand for all years. 

Table 4.14-4 
Supply and Demand Comparison 

 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2035 

Total Existing Firm Surface Water Supply (afy) 9 0,171 90,171 90,171 9 0,171 9 0,171 9 0,171 

DWSP Supply** (afy) 0 33,580 3 3,580 3 3,580 3 3,580 3 3,580 

Approximate Groundwater Supply* (afy) 50,000 5 0,000 50,000 50,000 5 0,000 5 0,000 

Total Supply 140, 171 173,751 1 73,751 1 73,751 1 73,751 1 73,751 

Total Demand (afy) 68,714 81,472 85,552 106,472 137,722 156,305 

Surplus 71,457 92,279 88,199 67,279 35,029 17,336 

Notes: 

*  Could be reduced by the City voluntarily in accordance with the conjunctive use program. 

** Considered firm source of water supply. 

Source: Ascent 2010 

 

As described in Table 4.14-4, the COSMA has sufficient supplies to meet water demands associated with the 
City’s buildout of its 1990 General Plan and 2035 General Plan Update areas in addition to the additive demand 
associated with the project. Further, as described above, the project’s actual total additive demand is likely less 
than the demand assumed for this analysis (i.e., 222 afy) thereby creating an even greater surplus within the 
COSMA waster system over the long-term. 

Short- term supplies may be provided by the City until it reaches the capacity of its supplies, without the DWSP, 
as it is not currently at full capacity and the General Plan has been not been built out (City of Stockton 2006). 
Long-term supplies have been assured by the City’s water purveyors, although not all the supplies and DWSP 
infrastructure for delivery of water for the General Plan Update buildout have been built. Prior to DWSP 
operation in Spring 2012, supplies are reasonably assured by existing contracts. Therefore, the permanent long-
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term water supply can be delivered to the proposed project prior to construction of the DWSP facilities (currently 
estimated in Spring 2012). Without the DWSP and associated conjunctive groundwater supply, projected demand 
(existing plus project) would exceed supply sometime around 2025. This conclusion was confirmed with City of 
Stockton staff (Granberg, pers. comm., 2010). 

The proposed project is not expected to be operational until the end of 2013; therefore the DWSP will likely be 
on-line when the increased project demand is introduced. If completion of the DWSP is delayed such that the 
proposed project is operational prior to the DWSP, as indicated in Table 4.14-4 above, the anticipated surplus in 
year 2010 (92,213 afy) and 2020 (67,213 afy) exceed the supply generated by the DWSP (33,580 afy). Therefore, 
the proposed project would not increase demand beyond available supply prior to any reasonable expectation of 
operation of the DWSP. During drought conditions, when water supplies to the City are restricted, the project 
would implement conservation measures (shortened shower times, reduced landscape irrigation, etc.) just like 
other water customers in the region. Further, the project is being designed with the goal of attaining LEED 
standards, and one major component of LEED is to incorporate a high-degree of water conservation features. 
Consequently, the estimated water use from the project is likely overstated because it is based on conventional 
design. 

As described above in the “Environmental Setting,” the DWSP will construct a diversion facility, water treatment 
plant, and water transmission facilities. The completed facilities will initially provide 30 mgd of Delta water 
supply and could be expanded to an ultimate capacity of 160 mgd. These facilities would need to be constructed 
to serve the COSMA over the long-term, as well as other proposed development in the region. The environmental 
impacts of the DWSP, as identified in the DWSP EIR (City of Stockton 2006) will occur without development of 
the proposed project because the DWSP is required to serve the regional development and is needed whether or 
not the proposed project is implemented. However, because the project would also be served, to an extent, by the 
DWSP, the impacts of the DWSP are listed here. 

As described in the DWSP EIR, construction of the water facilities would result in several environmental impacts, 
most of which would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of mitigation. 

Impacts that would remain significant after implementation of mitigation include: 

► Permanent conversion of 56.02 acres of Important Farmland to non-agricultural use, which would occur with 
the construction of the DWSP WTP and raw water pipeline appurtenant facilities; 

► Long-term degradation of Delta scenic and visual resources in the immediate vicinity of the DWSP intake 
facility; 

► Introduction of new sources of light and/or glare at the DWSP intake facility and WTP; and 

► Short-term air quality impacts associated with construction of new facilities. (City of Stockton 2007). 

As described above, it is anticipated that City water supplies are available to meet the proposed project’s water 
demand in the short-term prior to the construction and operation of DWSP facilities (currently estimated at 2010 
or 2011). Because the DWSP EIR has been certified and the DWSP project has been approved, it is scheduled for 
construction, and has firm water rights, the DWSP is considered by the City to be a reasonably likely source of 
future long-term water supply. The proposed project can be served with the existing water rights and entitlements 
available to the city, including groundwater, though it may be served in the long-term by these supplies in 
conjunction with the DWSP. No additional entitlements or resources are required for the proposed project. 
Therefore this impact is considered less than significant. 

Adequate short-term and long-term water supplies are available from the City to serve the DeWitt Nelson project. No new 
water supply entitlements would be required. This would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.14-1a) 
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Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

NCRF Only 

The NCRF Facility would involve renovation of buildings for facility program support services, dining and 
receiving, family visiting, academic and vocational education, miscellaneous support, and a gymnasium. Total 
inmate capacity would be 500. For the reasons discussed above, the NCRF Facility, while consistent with the City 
of Stockton 2035 General Plan land use designation for the site and likely included within the development 
assumptions for the WSE, may not have accounted for in the City’s General Plan and the 2005 Urban Water 
Management Plan (City of Stockton 2005a). The project is part of the existing NCYCC facilities in Stockton. For 
the purposes of this analysis, however, it is assumed that all of the demand must be analyzed separately and 
additively from current institutional facilities water demand estimates in the 2005 UWMP. 

The proposed project would contain 500 beds. The following analysis assumes 175 GPD per bed for potable 
water, which is based on CDCR’s standard demand factors for institutional facilities. Using the average day 
demand factor of 175 GPD per bed, the proposed project would require 0.09 MGD of potable water, including 
irrigation demands. This is equivalent to a demand of approximately 98 afy. 

TOTAL FUTURE DEMAND 

The total future demand is summarized in Table 4.14-5. 

Table 4.14-5 
City’s Total Existing and Future Demands (afy) 

Year 2004 2010 2015 2020 2030 2035 

City GP 2035 Demand 68,714 81,250 85,330 106,250 137,500 156,083 

NCRF Demand (Increase) 0 98* 98 98 98 98 

Total Demand 68,714 81,348 85,428 106,348 137,598 156,181 

Source: City of Stockton 2006 

* Although the project is not anticipated to be completed until 2013, the project demand is added to the 2010 scenario. 

 

Water Sufficiency Analysis 

A comparison of existing and future supply and demand is presented in Table 4.14-6. Similar to that described 
above, the table assumes that all existing guaranteed water would be available, plus the DWSP project, which, as 
described above, is a reasonably likely project. This is a conservative analysis that does not assume renewal of 
existing agreements for water that is not firm. For the area within the COSMA service area, the total supply 
exceeds total demand for all years. (Granberg pers. comm., 2010). 

As described in Table 4.14-6, the City of Stockton has sufficient supplies to meet water demands associated with 
the City’s buildout of its 1990 General Plan and 2035 General Plan Update areas in addition to the additive 
demand associated with the project. 

Short- term supplies may be supplied by the City until it reaches the capacity of its supplies, without the DWSP, 
as it is not currently at full capacity and the General Plan has been not been built out (City of Stockton 2006). 
Long-term supplies have been assured by the City’s water purveyors, although not all the supplies and DWSP 
infrastructure for delivery of water for the General Plan Update buildout have been built. Prior to DWSP 
operation in 2012, supplies are reasonably assured by existing contracts. Therefore, the permanent long-term  
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Table 4.14-6 
Supply and Demand Comparison 

 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2035 

Total Existing Firm Surface Water Supply (afy)* 9 0,171 90,171 90,171 9 0,171 9 0,171 9 0,171 

DWSP Supply*** (afy) 0 33,580 3 3,580 3 3,580 3 3,580 3 3,580 

Approximate Groundwater Supply** (afy) 5 0,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 5 0,000 5 0,000 

Total Supply 140, 171 173,751 1 73,751 1 73,751 1 73,751 1 73,751 

Total Demand (afy) 68,714 81,348 85,428 106,348 137,598 156,181 

Surplus 71,457 92,403 88,323 67,403 36,153 17,570 

Notes: 

**  Could be reduced by the City voluntarily in accordance with the conjunctive use program. 

*** Considered firm source of water supply 

Source: Ascent 2010 

 

water supply can be delivered to the proposed project prior to construction of the DWSP facilities (currently 
estimated at 2012). Without the DWSP and associated conjunctive groundwater supply, projected demand 
(existing plus project) would exceed supply sometime around 2025. This conclusion was confirmed with City of 
Stockton staff (Granberg, pers. comm., 2010) 

The proposed project is not expected to be operational until summer 2013; therefore the DWSP will likely be on-
line when the increased project demand is introduced. If completion of the DWSP is delayed such that the 
proposed project is operational prior to the DWSP, as indicated in Table 4.14-6 above, the anticipated surplus in 
year 2010 (92,430 afy) and 2020 (67,431 afy) exceed the supply generated by the DWSP (33,580 afy). Therefore, 
the proposed project would not increase demand beyond available supply prior to any reasonable expectation of 
operation of the DWSP. However, as described above, the project would contribute to the environmental impacts 
that would result from the construction of the DWSP. Because the DWSP EIR has been certified and the DWSP 
project has been approved, it is scheduled for construction, and has firm water rights, the DWSP is considered by 
the City to be a reasonably likely source of future long-term water supply. The proposed project can be served 
with the existing water rights and entitlements available to the city, including groundwater, though it may be 
served in the long-term by these supplies in conjunction with the DWSP. No additional entitlements or resources 
are required for the proposed project. Therefore this impact is considered less than significant. 

Adequate short-term and long-term water supplies are available from the City to serve the NCRF project. No new water supply 
entitlements would be required. This would be a less-than-significant impact. (Impact 4.14-1b)  

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

As discussed above, the DeWitt Nelson Facility would result in the demand for 222 afy of water and the NCRF 
Facility would result in demand for 70 afy of water. Total demand for water from both projects would be 358 afy 
as shown in Table 4.14-7 
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Table 4.14-7 
City’s Total Existing and Future Demands (afy) 

Year 2004 2010 2015 2020 2030 2035 

City GP 2035 Demand 68,714 81,250 85,330 106,250 137,500 156,083 

DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Demand (Increase) 0 320* 320 320 320 320 

Total Demand 68,714 81,570 85,650 106,570 137,820 156,403 

Notes: 

* Although the project is not anticipated to be completed until 2012, the project demand is added to the 2010 scenario. 

Source: City of Stockton 2006 

 

Water Sufficiency Analysis 

A comparison of existing and future supply and demand is presented in Table 4.14-8. Similar to that described 
above, the table assumes that all existing guaranteed water would be available, plus the DWSP project, which, as 
described above, is a reasonably likely project. This is a conservative analysis that does not assume renewal of 
existing agreements for water that is not firm. For the area within the COSMA service area, the total supply 
exceeds total demand for all years. (Granberg, pers. comm., 2010.) 

As described in Table 4.14-8, the COSMA has sufficient supplies to meet water demands associated with the 
City’s buildout of its 1990 General Plan and 2035 General Plan Update areas in addition to the additive demand 
associated with the project. 

Table 4.14-8 
Supply and Demand Comparison 

 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2035 

Total Existing Firm Surface Water Supply (afy) 9 0,171 90,171 90,171 9 0,171 9 0,171 9 0,171 

DWSP Supply** (afy) 0 33,580 3 3,580 3 3,580 3 3,580 3 3,580 

Approximate Groundwater Supply* (afy) 50,000 5 0,000 50,000 50,000 5 0,000 5 0,000 

Total Supply 140, 171 173,751 1 73,751 1 73,751 1 73,751 1 73,751 

Total Demand (afy) 68,714 81,570 85,650 106,570 137,820 156,403 

Surplus 71,457 92,181 88,101 67,181 35,931 17,348 

Notes: 

*  Could be reduced by the City voluntarily in accordance with the conjunctive use program. 

** Considered firm source of water supply 

Source: Ascent 2010 

 

Short- term supplies may be supplied by the City until it reaches the capacity of its supplies, without the DWSP, 
as it is not currently at full capacity and the General Plan has been not been built out (City of Stockton 2006). 
Long-term supplies have been assured by the COSMUD although not all the supplies and DWSP infrastructure 
for delivery of water for the General Plan Update buildout have been built. Prior to DWSP operation in2012, 
supplies are reasonably assured by existing contracts. Therefore, the permanent long-term water supply can be 
delivered to the proposed project prior to construction of the DWSP facilities (currently estimated at Spring 
2012). Without the DWSP and associated conjunctive groundwater supply, projected demand (existing plus 
project) would exceed supply sometime around 2025. This conclusion was confirmed with City of Stockton staff 
(Granberg, pers. comm., 2010). 
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The proposed projects are not expected to be operational until summer 2013/end of 2013; therefore the DWSP 
will likely be on-line when the increased project demand is introduced. If completion of the DWSP is delayed 
such that the proposed project is operational prior to the DWSP, as indicated in Table 4.14-8 above, the 
anticipated surplus in year 2010 (92,143 afy) and 2020 (67,143 afy) exceed the supply generated by the DWSP 
(33,580 afy). Therefore, the proposed project would not increase demand beyond available supply prior to any 
reasonable expectation of operation of the DWSP. However, as described above, the project would contribute to 
the environmental impacts that would result from the construction of the DWSP. Because the DWSP EIR has 
been certified and the DWSP project has been approved, it is scheduled for construction, and has firm water 
rights, the DWSP is considered by the City to be a reasonably likely source of future long-term water supply. 
The proposed project can be served with the existing water rights and entitlements available to the city, including 
groundwater, though it may be served in the long-term by these supplies in conjunction with the DWSP. 
No additional entitlements or resources are required for the proposed project. Therefore this impact is considered 
less than significant. 

Adequate short-term and long-term water supplies are available from the City to serve the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects 
combined. No new water supply entitlements would be required. This would be a less-than-significant impact. 
(Impact 4.14-1c) 

Mitigation Measure 

No significant impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are required. 
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5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

5.1 INTRODUCTION TO THE CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS 

Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR discuss cumulative impacts of a project and 
determine whether the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable. The definition of “cumulatively 
considerable” is provided in Section 15065(a)(3): 

“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects. 

According to Section 15130(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines: 

The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, 
but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. 
The discussion should be guided by standards of practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the 
cumulative impact to which the identified other projects contribute rather than the attributes of other projects 
which do not contribute to the cumulative impact. 

For purposes of this EIR, the proposed projects would have a significant cumulative effect if: 

► the cumulative effects of related projects (past, current, and probable future projects) without the proposed 
NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects are not significant and the projects’ incremental impact is substantial 
enough, when added to the cumulative effects, to result in a significant impact; or 

► the cumulative effects of related projects (past, current, and probable future projects) without the proposed 
NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects are already significant and the projects contribute measurably to the effect. 
The standards used herein to determine measurability are that the impact either must be noticeable or must 
exceed an established threshold of significance. 

Mitigation measures are to be developed, where feasible, that reduce the projects’ contributions to cumulative 
effects to a less-than-significant level. 

This DEIR identified potentially significant environmental impacts that are individually associated with 
implementation of the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects; those impacts are addressed in Chapter 4, 
“Environmental Setting, Thresholds of Significance, Environmental Impacts, and Mitigation Measures.” These 
issues, and others that could contribute considerably to cumulatively significant effects, are discussed below in the 
context of cumulative development. 

5.2 CUMULATIVE CONTEXT 

San Joaquin County and the cities within the county, including Stockton, are facing numerous regional issues 
pertaining to air quality degradation, traffic congestion, loss of biological habitat, loss of farmland, and other 
environmental changes related to urbanization. 

San Joaquin County is located east of the Coast Ranges, which separate California’s Central Valley from the San 
Francisco Bay Area. San Joaquin County covers approximately 909,000 acres. Approximately 809,000 acres or 
nearly 90% of the county is used or available for agriculture (row and field crops, orchards, vineyards, and 
grazing lands). The remaining lands are dominated by various types of development (approximately 59,000 
acres), natural habitats (woodlands, riparian), and open water (lakes, rivers, Sacramento–San Joaquin Delta 
[Delta] waterways). Most of the growth in San Joaquin County has occurred in the incorporated cities of 
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Stockton, Tracy, Manteca, Lathrop, Ripon, and Escalon. Between 2000 and 2009, the County’s population 
increased by nearly 20%, whereas the state-wide population increased by 9% during the same period. (U.S. 
Census Bureau 2010) The county’s population grew from 675,463 in 2007 to 685,660 in 2008 (DOF 2008). Much 
of the population increase may be attributed to an influx of workers from the San Francisco Bay Area. Rapid job 
expansion in the Bay Area has exerted pressure on housing prices in that area, which in turn has resulted in 
increased migration to San Joaquin County. As a result, many San Joaquin County residents commute to jobs in 
Bay Area counties and cities. In 2005, nearly two-thirds of San Joaquin County residents commuting to outside 
areas (64.8%) worked in Bay Area counties, including counties close to the Bay or in the East Bay area. (SJCOG 
2008) 

Stockton is located near the center of San Joaquin County and is approximately 83 miles east of the Bay Area and 
40 miles south of Sacramento. Interstate 5 runs north-south near the western border of the city and State Route 99 
runs north-south near the city’s eastern border. The primary zone of the Delta is located west of the city, and 
much of the westernmost part of the city is located within the Delta’s secondary zone. According to U.S. Census 
Bureau records, the population of Stockton grew 19% between 2000 and 2006. (U.S. Census Bureau 2010) The 
population as of January 1, 2007, is estimated to be 289,927 (DOF 2008). 

5.3 GEOGRAPHIC SCOPE 

The geographic area that could be affected by the project varies depending on the type of environmental resource 
being considered. When the effects of the proposed project are considered in combination with those other past, 
present, and future projects to identify cumulative impacts, the other projects considered may also vary depending 
on the type of environmental effects being assessed. The general geographic area associated with different 
environmental effects of the proposed project defines the boundaries of the area used for compiling the list of 
projects considered in the cumulative impact analysis. 

This cumulative impact analysis considers the specific geographic area for each environmental issue area 
considered. For example, the analysis of air quality impacts is based on growth on a regional level because air 
quality impacts are regional in nature. Conversely, an aesthetic impact, given its localized impact area, only 
considers related projects in the vicinity of the project site. Table 5-1 presents the general geographic areas 
associated with the different resources addressed in this cumulative impacts analysis. 

5.4 RELATED PROJECTS 

The State CEQA Guidelines allow for the use of two alternative methods to determine the scope of related 
projects for the cumulative impact analysis: 

► List Method – A list of past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects producing related or 
cumulative impacts, including those projects outside the control of the agency. 

► Regional Growth Projections Method – A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or 
related planning document that is designed to evaluate regional or area wide conditions (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15130). 

For purposes of this EIR, both approaches have been utilized for the cumulative analysis. This is due to the 
localized nature and specific land use of the proposed projects, while also considering that the project sites are 
located in an area that has and is projected to experience substantial regional growth. This method allows for a 
thorough, project-based cumulative analysis within the defined geographic area of the proposed project. However, 
certain issues, which extend far beyond the project vicinity (air quality, global climate change) must also rely on 
projections. 
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Table 5-1 
Geographic Scope of Cumulative Impacts 

Resource Issue Geographic Area 

Land Use and Planning Regional and local 

Agricultural Resources Regional and local 

Traffic and Circulation Regional and local 

Air Quality Regional (pollutant emissions that have regional effects), immediate 
project vicinity (pollutant emissions that are highly localized) 

Global Climate Change Global (greenhouse gas emissions) 

Noise Local (immediate project vicinity) 

Hydrology and Water Quality Local (watershed) 

Biological Resources Project vicinity 

Cultural Resources Local (limited to project site and off-site improvement areas) 

Geology and Paleontology Local (limited to project site and off-site improvement areas) 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Local (immediate project vicinity) 

Population, Employment, and Housing Regional and local 

Public Services Regional and local 

Water Supply Regional 

Public Utilities Regional (water, wastewater, electricity, natural gas, solid waste) 

Visual Resources (including light and glare) Local (project vicinity) 

Source: Data provided by AECOM in 2009 

 

The list of past, present, and probable future projects used for this cumulative analysis is restricted to those 
projects that have occurred or are planned to occur in Stockton or areas near the projects in unincorporated San 
Joaquin County. For the purposes of this discussion, those projects that may have a cumulative effect on the 
resources in the project vicinity will often be referred to as the “related projects.” These related projects are 
identified in Exhibit 5-1 and Table 5-2. The analysis of cumulative environmental impacts associated with the 
proposed project addresses the potential incremental impacts of the proposed project in combination with these 
related projects. The list of projects in Table 5-2 is not intended to be an all-inclusive list of projects in the region, 
but rather to identify projects approved or planned in the Stockton area or elsewhere in San Joaquin County that 
have some relation to the proposed projects and/or the environmental conditions of the proposed project. 

5.4.1 LIST OF PROJECTS IN THE VICINITY 

A list of 8 projects located within the vicinity of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson project sites is provided in 
Table 5-2. These projects are also presented graphically in Exhibit 5-1. This list is not intended to be an all-
inclusive list of projects in the region, but rather an identification of projects in the vicinity of the project sites that 
have some relation to collective impacts of the proposed projects, and are: (1) completed but not fully occupied, 
(2) currently under construction or beginning construction, (3) proposed and under environmental review, or 
(4) otherwise reasonably foreseeable. The analysis of cumulative environmental impacts associated with the 
proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects addresses their potential incremental impacts in combination with 
these related projects. The list of projects in Table 5-2 was compiled using information obtained from CDCR, the 
City of Stockton Community Development Department, and the San Joaquin County Community Development 
Department (DKS 2010). 
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Source: DKS 2010, Adapted by AECOM in 2010 

Projects in the Vicinity of the Project Site Exhibit 5-1 
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Table 5-2 
List of Projects in the Vicinity 

1. Arch Road Industrial Park - 133 acres 
- 19 buildable lots. 
- 3.5 million s.f. of Industrial (maximum floor area permitted) 

2. CHCF Stockton - 144 acres; 
- 1,734-bed approved prison medical and mental health care facility 
- over 1.1 million s.f. 
- up to 3,000 employees. 

3. Ai rpark 599 - 550 acres 
- over 5 million square feet of primarily office/light 

industrial/warehouse uses 

4. Forward Landfill Expansion 
(currently on hold) 

- 184-acre expansion of landfill (from 567 to 751 acres) 
- increase in the permitted number of daily vehicles (620 to 960 

vehicles). 

5. Mariposa Lakes Project - 1,510 acres 
- 10,514 residential units 
- 12 million s.f. of Industrial 
- 1 million s.f. of commercial 
- one high school 
- six elementary schools 

6. Tidewater Crossing - 909 acres 
- 2,663 residential units 
- 5.29 million s.f. of industrial 
- 186,200 s.f. of commercial 
- up to two elementary schools 

7.* Opus Logistics Center - 439 acres 
- 9.56 million s.f. of industrial 

8.* CCC Delta Service Center - 20 acres 
- 52,000 s.f. 

Note: 
* The Opus Logistics Center and the CCC Delta Service Center are not listed among the approved projects in Section 4.11 

“Transportation” because the Opus Logistics project is already built into the traffic model in the 2035 Cumulative No Project 
Condition, and the CCC Delta Service Center is built-in the model, as well, encompassed within the TAZ where it is located. 

 

Perhaps most importantly for the projects, the cumulative projects include the California Health Care Facility-
Stockton (CHCF), located in-between and directly adjacent to the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects on NCYCC 
property. See item 4 in Table 5-2. This project has been approved and funded, and construction is planned to start 
before the end of 2010. Also included is the approved California Conservation Corps Delta Service Center, 
adjacent and north of the NCRF site. 

5.4.2 ADOPTED PLANNING DOCUMENTS 

Because the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would directly influence and be influenced by regional 
development activities, the plan approach was also used to evaluate cumulative impacts on a regional scale. The 
regional cumulative analysis area covers the incorporated and unincorporated areas of San Joaquin County. The 
analysis included an evaluation of the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 (County General Plan), the City of 
Stockton General Plan 2035 (City General Plan), and the San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation 
and Open Space Plan (SJMSCP). A summary of the cumulative planning environment in San Joaquin County and 
the city of Stockton that is used for the regional cumulative impact analysis is provided below. 
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY GENERAL PLAN 2010 

The County General Plan was adopted in 1992 and includes community plans for each of San Joaquin County’s 
11 planning subareas (Delta, Escalon, Lathrop, Linden, Lockeford, Lodi, Manteca, Ripon, Stockton, Thornton, 
and Tracy). Overall, the County General Plan establishes a land use goal to “provide a well-organized and orderly 
development pattern that seeks to concentrate urban development and protect the county’s agricultural and natural 
resources” (San Joaquin County 1992). Most of the county’s planned future developed uses are residential. New 
residential development is expected to occur in four primary areas in the county: the incorporated cities (Stockton, 
Tracy, Lathrop, Ripon, and Escalon), the unincorporated areas near the cities where services are available, new 
communities (e.g., Mountain House, New Jerusalem), and existing unincorporated communities (Acampo, Banta, 
Chrisman, Glennwood, French Camp, Lockeford, Linden, Thornton, and Vernalis). Commercial development 
would be concentrated in these same areas and along major transportation routes. The County General Plan 
projected that the population within the county would be approximately 840,739 people by 2010 (San Joaquin 
County 1992). According to California Department of Finance estimates, County population in 2010 is 694,293, 
well below the General Plan projections (DOF 2010). 

CITY OF STOCKTON GENERAL PLAN 2035 

The City General Plan was adopted in 2006 and anticipates that buildout of Stockton, including the City of 
Stockton’s (City’s) urban services boundary and sphere of influence, would result in a total population of 
approximately 576,000 persons by 2035. Buildout of the City General Plan would include an additional 106,488 
housing units, of which 17,197 units are currently approved, and an additional 1,002 acres (18,778,688 square 
feet) of commercial uses, 4,459 acres (78,510,099 square feet) of industrial uses, and 74 acres (904,556 square 
feet) of commercial/industrial mixed uses (City of Stockton 2006). 

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY MULTI-SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION AND OPEN SPACE PLAN 

The SJMSCP is a 50-year plan to provide a strategy for balancing the projected development of more than 
109,300 acres of existing open space with the preservation of the agricultural economy, open space, and habitat 
for several endangered species in San Joaquin County (SJCOG 2000). The SJMSCP addresses potential impacts 
on nearly 100 special-status plant, fish, and wildlife species in 52 vegetation communities scattered throughout 
San Joaquin County. 

In the SJMSCP, it is anticipated that 147,000 acres of various categories of open-space lands (including 
agriculture, rangelands, and natural areas) in the county, including Stockton would be converted to non-open-
space uses between 2001 and 2051, based on full buildout of each of the general plans for jurisdictions in the 
county and construction of all anticipated transportation and other public projects. In addition, approximately 
59,000 acres of infill of urban lands would occur in this 50-year timeframe. Population in the county, including 
the city of Stockton, as projected in the SJMSCP, is expected to more than double by 2040, increasing to 1.26 
million (SJCOG 2000). 

5.5 ANALYSIS OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

5.5.1 AIR QUALITY AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

AIR QUALITY 

Short-Term Construction-Related Impacts 

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) has established a significance threshold of 
10 tons per year (TPY) for emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOX), which are 
ozone precursors. SJVAPCD acknowledges that the entire San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB) violates state 
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and federal ambient air quality standards for ozone due to the combined levels of emissions generated by sources 
throughout the SJVAB (including but not limited to the projects listed in table 5-2). SJVAPCD considers 
emissions of ROG and NOX (both ozone precursors) from an individual project that exceed 10 TPY to be a 
substantial contribution to this SJVAB-wide (i.e., cumulative) impact. Emissions of ROG for each project, and 
both combined, would be below the 10 TPY threshold for each of the 3 construction years. However, because the 
emissions of NOX associated with construction of the proposed DeWitt Nelson (20.5 TPY in the first year of 
construction, and 8.2 and 5.1 TPY in years 2 and 3) and NCRF (13.7 TPY in the first year of construction, and 
6.8 and 0.7 TPY in years 2 and 3) facilities would as individual projects and in combination (34.2 TPY in the first 
year of construction, and 15.0 and 6.8 TPY in years 2 and 3) exceed these thresholds in the first and second (for 
the combined projects) year of construction, construction-generated emissions of NOX would be a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to ozone emissions. 

Implementation of NOX emissions reduction measures in Mitigation Measures for Impact 4.1-1a would reduce 
emissions by 20%. After implementation of these measures, the projects would continue to produce more than 
10 TPY in NOX for year 1 for the individual projects and years 1 and 2 for the combined DeWitt Nelson and 
NCRF projects. However, CDCR would also enter into a voluntary emissions reduction agreement with 
SJVAPCD to purchase offsets in the ISR Program to reduce residual NOX emissions for the individual or 
combined (depending on whether construction occurs simultaneously) projects to 10 TPY. This would reduce the 
project’s impact to NOX to below a level that is considerable. 

The SJVAB is in nonattainment status for ozone. This is a result of past cumulative development in the basin, as 
well as transport of pollutants from other basins. New development, including the proposed DeWitt Nelson and 
NCRF facilities, would be required to comply with SJVAPCD measures that would reduce potential new 
construction emissions of precursor pollutants. However, adding construction of related projects to a 
cumulatively adverse condition would exacerbate air quality impacts. The contribution of the proposed DeWitt 
Nelson and NCRF facilities to this impact from NOX emissions (see Section 4.1), would be considerable. However, 
CDCR will enter into a voluntary emissions reduction agreement with SJVAPCD to purchase offsets in the ISR 
Program to reduce residual NOX emissions for the individual or combined (depending on whether construction 
occurs simultaneously) projects to 10 TPY, the threshold of significance for this cumulative impact. therefore, this 
impact would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

For respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less (PM10), SJVAPCD 
requires project applicants to implement effective and comprehensive control measures and comply with 
applicable rules and regulations (i.e., Regulation VIII, “Fugitive PM10 Prohibition,” and Rule 9510, “Indirect 
Source Review”) rather than the detailed quantification of construction emissions. Although the proposed DeWitt 
Nelson and NCRF facility projects would be required by law to comply with Regulation VIII, “Fugitive Dust 
PM10 Prohibitions,” additional control measures recommended by SJVAPCD that would be applicable to and 
feasible for the proposed construction are not currently part of the project description. Thus, emissions of fugitive 
dust during project construction could violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. In addition, because San 
Joaquin County is currently designated as a nonattainment area for ozone, PM10, and fine particulate matter with 
an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5), construction-generated emissions could contribute 
cumulatively to pollutant concentrations that exceed California ambient air quality standards. 

Implementation of dust control measures contained in Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.1-1c, including 
compliance with Regulation VIII, “Fugitive PM10 Prohibition,” would reduce impacts associated with emissions 
of PM10 to a less-than-significant level. Assuming that all related projects, including those listed in Table 5-2, also 
implement all feasible construction emission control measures consistent with SJVAPCD guidelines and 
regulations, construction emissions from related projects may be less than significant, although it is likely that 
larger projects would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts on their own. However, given the 
scale of development that would occur with the related projects combined with the nonattainment status of the 
San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB) for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5, construction of the proposed DeWitt Nelson 
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and NCRF facilities would likely result in a cumulatively considerable construction-related air quality impact. 
This would particularly be the case given that dust-emitting construction activity for other projects would occur in 
close proximity, including potential overlapping construction of the CHCF. The EIR includes all available 
feasible mitigation to reduce the contribution from project construction to cumulative air quality impacts; see 
Section 4.1. Although the measures contained in Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.1-1c would substantially reduce 
air emissions from project construction, they are not sufficient to reduce the project’s cumulative contribution to 
below a level that is considerable. 

The SJVAB is also in nonattainment status for PM10, and PM2.5. This is a result of past cumulative development in the basin, 
as well as transport of pollutants from other basins. New development, including the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF 
facilities, would be required to comply with SJVAPCD measures that would reduce potential new construction emissions of 
these pollutants. However, adding construction of related projects to a cumulatively adverse condition would exacerbate air 
quality impacts. The contribution of the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities to this impact, individually and together, 
though mitigated to the extent feasible (see Section 4.1), would be considerable. Therefore, this impact would be significant 
and unavoidable. 

Long-Term Operation Impacts 

Long-term operation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would result in regional emissions of 
ROG, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 from area and mobile sources but these levels would not exceed SJVAPCD’s 
significance thresholds for ROG and NOX, and would not generate substantial operational emissions of PM10 or 
toxic air contaminants. Together, both projects would emit 4.5 tons per year (TPY) of ROG (threshold is 10 
TPY), 7 TPY of NOX (threshold is 10 TPY), 4 TPY of PM10 (threshold is 15 TPY), and 0.9 TPY of PM2.5 
(threshold is 10 TPY). Also, long-term operation of both projects, individually and together, would not result in 
concentrations of, carbon monoxide (CO), or other criteria air pollutants that would exceed ambient air quality 
standards; or emissions of toxic air contaminants, including diesel PM, that would result in the exposure of 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Further, the City of Stockton 2035 General Plan 
designates this site Institutional and the County General Plan designates the site Public Facilities; the proposed 
DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would be consistent with these land use designations. Air quality attainment 
plans, which are required to reach attainment of federal and state air quality standards, base their emissions 
budgets in part on the land use plans for the agencies that are part of the air district, and the projects are consistent 
with the General Plan land use designations. Consequently, the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities 
would not contribute to an increase in regional emissions (the projected emissions inventory for the SJVAB) that 
would conflict with the emissions budget used by SJVAPCD for regional air quality planning (i.e., SJVAPCD’s 
air quality attainment plans). 

Operation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would not result in a significant and unavoidable project-level 
impact. Further, the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would comply with land use designations and the growth 
projections used in the development of the air quality attainment plan and the project would be required to implement all 
feasible measures in the plan aimed at attaining long-term air quality standards.(As shown in the discussion of the San 
Joaquin County General Plan, above, county population was projected at 840,739 people by 2010 but is only estimated to 
now be 694,293, adding further credence to conclusion that the projects would not result in exceedance of emissions planning 
estimates). Contribution of the project’s long-term operational emissions to the nonattainment of air quality standards would 
therefore not be considerable. Operational emissions generated by the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would 
result in a less-than-significant cumulative air quality impact. 

CLIMATE CHANGE 

Background and Approach 

Emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs) have the potential to adversely affect the environment because such 
emissions contribute, on a cumulative basis, to global climate change. The proper context for addressing this issue 
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in an EIR is as a discussion of cumulative impacts, because although the emissions of one single project will not 
cause global climate change, GHG emissions from multiple projects throughout the world could result in a 
cumulative impact. (Discussion about the physical scientific basis of attributing climate change to GHG emissions 
and the degree to which climate change effect will occur is provided in Section 4.1, “Air Quality.”) In turn, global 
climate change has the potential to result in rising sea levels, which can inundate low-lying areas; to affect rainfall 
and snowfall, leading to changes in water supply; to affect habitat, leading to adverse effects on biological 
resources; and to result in other effects. 

Therefore, the cumulative global climate change analysis presented in this section of the DEIR estimates and 
analyzes the GHG emissions associated with construction and operation of the proposed CDCR facilities. 

The quantity of GHGs that it takes to ultimately result in potential climate change is not precisely known; suffice 
to say, the quantity is enormous, and no single project alone would be expected to measurably contribute to a 
noticeable incremental change in the global average temperature, or to global, local, or micro climate. Therefore, 
from the standpoint of CEQA, GHG impacts to global climate change are inherently cumulative. 

To that end, an individual project participates in this potential impact by its incremental contribution, combined 
with the cumulative contributions of all other sources of GHGs, which, when taken together, cause potential 
global climate change impacts. Refer to Section 4.1, “Air Quality”, for a discussion of the existing physical and 
regulatory setting related to climate change and GHG emissions. 

Construction of the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would generate associated GHG emissions from 
off-road heavy-duty equipment, trucks hauling construction supplies, and worker commute trips. Long-term 
operation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would generate associated GHG emissions from 
area and mobile sources, and indirectly from stationary sources associated with energy consumption. Mobile-
source emissions of GHGs would include project-generated vehicle trips associated with visitors, employees, and 
deliveries to the CDCR facilities. Area-source emissions would be associated with activities such as landscaping 
and maintenance of proposed land uses, natural gas consumption for space and water heating, and other sources. 
Increases in stationary-source emissions could occur at offsite power plants that generate electricity consumed by 
the facilities. 

GHG emissions generated by both CDCR facilities would predominantly consist of CO2. In comparison to criteria 
air pollutants, such as ozone and PM10, CO2 emissions persist in the atmosphere for a substantially longer period 
of time. While emissions of other GHGs, such as CH4 and N2O, are important with respect to global climate 
change, emission levels of other GHGs are less a function of the land use and circulation patterns associated with 
the construction and operation of correction facilities (as with most land use developments) than are levels of 
CO2. 

One of the primary source of GHG emissions associated with both proposed CDCR facilities would be those 
GHG levels associated with electricity generation facilities (i.e., power plants) that meet on-site demand 
(i.e., approximately 35–40% of total operational GHGs for both the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF 
facilities). Because the new and renovated buildings included in the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities 
would comply with the most recent energy efficiency-related standards in the California Building Standards Code 
(Title 24) and some additional energy efficiency features would be incorporated into the new buildings certified in 
the U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in Environmental and Energy Design (LEED) program, operation 
of these facilities may be more energy-efficient and, therefore, more GHG efficient than existing CDCR facilities 
from which inmates would be relocated. 

The second largest source of GHG emissions would be those mobile-source emissions associated with the vehicle 
trips generated by both facilities. Using standard traffic engineering methodologies that treat all trips to and from 
a CDCR property as “new” trips and the associated mobile-source emissions as a “net increase” in emissions, is 
an approach that is more appropriate for the evaluation of criteria air pollutants that are of local or regional 
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concern (i.e., within a specific air basin) or for the evaluation of traffic conditions on a local roadway network. 
This approach to evaluating project-related emissions, however, is not entirely suitable for the evaluation of GHG 
emissions due to the global nature of the climate change phenomenon and because applicable GHG reduction 
goals have been established at the state level (i.e., AB 32) rather than the air basin or local level. For instance, 
employees who would work at either facility may have previously driven to other facilities or job sites, producing 
GHGs along the way in other air basins. Thus, the GHG emissions associated with employee commute trips to 
any new CDCR facility may have, in reality, previously occurred, to a degree, in a different location. Further both 
projects relocate inmates from other prison facilities and are new CDCR programs that do not necessarily create 
an equivalent amount of new prison inmate capacity in the State system. Although both projects add “new beds”, 
CDCR is under federal court order to reduce overcrowding, and the projects assist in accomplishing this goal. 
This reduction in overcrowding means fewer inmates in existing prison facilities, but it does not necessarily 
translate on a 1:1 basis to more inmates in prison. However, to that end the GHG’s associated with inmates lives 
prior to incarceration, including GHGs associated with electricity consumption, would still occur, but at a 
different location in the state and likely be of a different magnitude. Thus, operation of both the DeWitt Nelson 
and NCRF facilities could be viewed as “accommodating” GHG emitters, and may not themselves “create” GHG 
emissions that would not otherwise occur; at least not all emissions would be new. While these considerations are 
valid, they cannot be readily accounted for in estimations of the operational GHG emissions associated with either 
the proposed DeWitt Nelson or NCRF facilities. Therefore, this EIR assumes that all GHG emissions attributable 
to either proposed facility are “new.” This is the most conservative approach to GHG analysis for the proposed 
facilities in the context of CEQA. 

This EIR reviews project-related GHG emissions in light of the following applicable checklist questions in 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Climate change-related impacts are considered significant if 
implementation of a project under consideration would do any of the following: 

► Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

► Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

Project-Generated Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Cumulative Contribution to Climate Change 
Impacts 

Short-term construction and long-term operation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would 
generate emissions of GHGs. Construction emissions would be associated with vehicle engine exhaust from 
construction equipment, vendor trips, and construction worker commute trips. Operational emissions would be 
associated with area, mobile, and stationary sources. Indirect emissions would include GHGs associated with the 
off-site generation of electricity consumed by the facility, including the electricity associated with the treatment 
and distribution of water to the project site. Operation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would 
result in approximately 896 and 876 vehicle trips per day, to and from the project sites, respectively (DKS 
Associates 2010). Table 5-3 summarizes the modeled GHG emissions associated with construction and operation 
of the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities. Refer to Appendix B for detailed modeling input parameters 
and results. 

As shown in Table 5-3, renovation and construction of the proposed DeWitt Nelson facility would result in 4,571 
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT CO2e) and operation of the facility would generate approximately 
9,359 MT CO2e per year. Also shown in Table 5-3, renovation and construction of the proposed NCRF facility 
would result in 2,982 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT CO2e) and operation of the facility would 
generate approximately 8,363 MT CO2e per year. 
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This mass of project-generated GHG emissions from either project or from both projects, as shown in Table 5-3, 
as with any single project, would appear miniscule in comparison to the state or global inventory; however, this 
type of comparison merely minimizes the cumulative nature of this impact. For this reason, it is important to 
consider an appropriate context for GHG emissions. GHG emissions are dispersed throughout the atmosphere 
worldwide, and the effects of climate change are borne globally, unlike criteria air pollutants and toxic air 
contaminants, which have regional and local impacts on air quality. As discussed above, the extent to which GHG 
emissions attributable to the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities can be treated as “new” is uncertain. 

To establish context in which to consider the order of magnitude of project-generated GHG emissions, a few 
requirements associated with specific mass emission levels are worth noting. Stationary sources that emit more 
than 10,000 MT CO2e/yr per facility are required to report their GHG emissions inventories to ARB and 
participate in cap-and-trade. At the federal level, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) recommends 
25,000 MT CO2e/yr as the level below which full analysis of GHG emissions is not required for projects subject 
to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). (The CEQ coordinates Federal environmental efforts and 
works closely with agencies and other White House offices in the development of environmental policies and 
initiatives.) Also, the U.S. EPA’s mandatory GHG report rule requires facilities that emit 25,000 MT or more of 
CO2e per year to report their emissions. 

Table 5-3 
Summary of Modeled Greenhouse Gas (CO2e) Emissions Associated with  

the Proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

Source DeWitt Nelson NCRF Combined 

Construction GHG Emissions, total (metric tons1) 4,571 2,982 7,552 

Operational Emissions (metric tons/year1) 

Amortized Construction Emissions2 1 83 119 302 

Area Sources 369 385 754 

Mobile Sources 2,652 2,326 4,978 

Electricity Consumption 1,822 2,198 4,019 

Water Consumption 96 42 138 

Total Operational GHG Emissions 5,121 5,070 10,191 

Notes: CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent 

The values presented in Table 5-3 do not include the full life-cycle of GHG emissions that may be generated by the production/transport of 

materials used during project construction, solid waste or waste water disposal over the life of the project. Estimation of emissions 

associated with these activities would require extensive speculation and analysis beyond the current state of the art in impact assessment, 

and would lead to a false and misleading level of precision in the reporting of project-related GHG emissions. 
1 Emissions were modeled using the URBEMIS 2007 Version 9.2.4 computer model, based on trip generation rates contained in the traffic 

analysis prepared for the project (DKS Associates 2010), proposed land uses identified in the project description, and default model 

assumptions where detailed information was not available. 
2 The total emissions associated with project construction were amortized over the lifetime of the project (i.e., 25 years). 
3 Indirect emissions associated with stationary sources (increased energy consumption and water consumption) were calculated using the 

data from the California Energy Commission (CEC 2006) and California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.1 

(CCAR 2009). 

Refer to Appendix B for detailed assumptions and modeling output files. 

Source: Data modeled by Ascent Environmental in 2010 
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Few other government agencies provide recommended thresholds of significance for evaluating the GHGs of 
projects subject to CEQA. As explained in Section 4.2, “Air Quality,” SJVAPCD is currently in the process of 
developing a recommended a methodology for assessing the significance of project-specific GHG emissions on 
global climate change during the environmental review process, as required by CEQA. In brief, a project’s GHG 
emissions are considered to be less than significant if performance based standards, otherwise known as Best 
Performance Standards (BPS), reduce project-specific GHG emissions by at least 29% as compared to the 
“business as usual” development of the project (SJVAPCD 2009). This recommended methodology has not been 
approved by SJVAPCD’s Governing Board at the time of writing this EIR. Further, due to uncertainties involved 
in determining the “business as usual” GHG emissions (they are not yet defined in the SVJAPCD guidance) this 
EIR does not attempt to formulate such an analysis. 

CDCR typically would use any applicable thresholds recommended by the agency with jurisdiction over the 
project or its geographic area. However, since there are none in this instance (see prior discussion), this EIR 
places project-generated GHG emissions in the appropriate statewide context in order to evaluate whether the 
proposed project’s contribution to the global impact of climate change would be considered substantial. Thus, this 
significance determination relies on a qualitative analysis considering the extent to which the project may increase 
or reduce GHGs as compared to the existing environment per Section 15064.4, “Determining the Significance of 
Impacts from Greenhouse Gas Emissions” of the CEQA Guidelines. 

It bears noting that two air districts have adopted GHG thresholds, and while not applicable to the project area, 
they provide useful information to consider in this analysis. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD) and the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) have both adopted 10,000 MT 
CO2e/yr as the CEQA significance threshold for industrial projects for which the air district serves as the lead 
agency, and on June 2, 2010, BAAQMD adopted a mass emission threshold of 1,100 MT CO2e/yr for GHG 
emissions from land use development projects in its jurisdiction. SCAQMD is currently considering a CEQA 
threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e/yr. The BAAQMD and SCAQMD project-level thresholds are associated with 
project for which transportation emissions are typically the dominant source of emissions (e.g., residential, 
commercial, and office developments). However, it is not the intent of CDCR to adopt these or any other mass 
emission levels as the threshold by which it evaluates project-related GHG emissions in this EIR in part because 
these mass emission levels were not directly formulated for the purpose of evaluating GHG emissions of prison 
facilities, and they were developed for different jurisdictions. 

AB 32 requires that ARB determine what the statewide GHG emissions level was in 1990, and approve a 
statewide GHG emissions limit that is equivalent to that level, to be achieved by 2020. This emission level would 
have to be accomplished while accommodating 30 years (1990–2020) of population and economic growth in the 
state. Effectively, California will need to be more GHG-efficient in all areas to achieve this mandate. The GHG 
emissions associated with the operation of incarceration facilities are not specifically identified in ARB’s 
statewide GHG inventory or in ARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan, which contains the main strategies the State 
will implement to achieve the GHG reduction mandate of AB 32 (ARB 2008x). Nonetheless, the most fitting 
parameter for evaluating whether the proposed DeWitt Nelson facility or the proposed NCRF facility (or both in 
combination) would contribute substantially to the cumulative impact of climate change or are consistent with 
ARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan concerns the efficiency in which energy is consumed and associated GHG 
levels are emitted. In particular, this evaluation would identify whether these proposed facilities could reduce 
GHG emissions to become compliant with the statewide reduction goals by consuming energy in an efficient 
manner that is consistent with the reductions mandated by AB 32 while still supporting population growth, job 
growth, and the need to accommodate an increasing number of inmates committed by counties to state prisons, 
and the need to provide federal court (constitutionally adequate)-mandated health and mental health care to 
inmates. A numeric threshold is the best measure for determining significance; unfortunately, no agency with 
jurisdiction over the project or the area in which the project is located has adopted a threshold that would be 
applicable to a CDCR health care facility or a reentry facility. 
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As stated above, construction of the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would generate finite quantities 
of approximately 4,571 MT CO2e and 2,982 MT CO2e over the duration of their respective construction periods 
(Table 5-3). Construction of each facility would contribute GHG emissions to a much lesser extent than operation 
of the facility, but construction-related emissions are amortized over the lifetime of each project. As shown in 
Table 5-3, operation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would result in respective total net increases in 
GHG emissions of approximately 5,121 MT CO2e and 5,070 MT CO2e annually during their operational 
lifetimes. These estimates were developed based on conservative assumptions. Also, the measures and/or off-set 
fees paid by CDR to achieve the necessary reductions in NOX and PM10, which are legally required by 
SJVAPCD’s Indirect Source Review rule, would very likely also result in reductions to GHG emissions generated 
by both projects (both construction and operation-related). However, the size of these reductions cannot be 
determined at the time of writing this EIR as they would be dependent on the types of measures and off-set 
projects used. 

The estimates of GHG emissions from each facility would be less than EPA’s reporting level of 25,000 MT 
CO2e/yr and ARB’s reporting level of 10,000 MT CO2e/yr, but greater than SCAQMD’s proposed 3,000 and 
BAAQMD’s adopted 1,100 MT CO2e/yr thresholds. In the context of the various adopted and proposed 
thresholds and reporting limits, a conservative interpretation would suggest that the project’s impacts associated 
with GHG would be a considerable contribution to a cumulative impact, as defined in CEQA because the GHG 
emissions from either project would individually exceed BAAQMD’s threshold of 1,100 MT CO2e/yr by a factor 
of 4 or greater and exceed SCAQMD’s proposed threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e/yr by a factor of almost 2. CEQA 
requires public agencies to identify all potential effects directly or indirectly resulting from a project on the 
environment. CEQA also directs public agencies to treat EIRs as “full disclosure” documents to ensure that the 
public is aware that public agencies have considered potential adverse environmental effects in their decision-
making processes. Because there is no consensus as to what level of emissions of GHG may constitute a 
significant impact, CDCR is taking a conservative approach in concluding that this impact is significant. 

With regard to the project’s vulnerability to the affects of climate change—such as increased temperatures, 
increased risk of wildfire (i.e., grass fires), changing precipitation patterns, reduced water supply—the project 
would include features that would enable it to avoid, adapt to, and be resilient in the face of climate change-
associated impacts. Such features would include implementation of water conservation strategies, including 
drainage features for handling storm water runoff during extreme storm events and a perimeter service road for 
minor operational usage and fire protection access. Inclusion of these features in the design and operation of the 
proposed project would reduce the extent and severity of climate change-related impacts to the project by 
providing methods for adapting to these changes. 

Inclusion of features in the design and operation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities that would 
enable it to avoid, adapt to, and be resilient in the face of climate change-associated risks would reduce the extent 
and severity of climate change-related impacts to the project. However, the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF 
facilities would be anticipated to generate GHG emissions, directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment or conflict with AB32. As a result, this incremental increase in GHGs would be 
cumulatively considerable and significant. 

Mitigation Measure for Cumulative Climate Change Impact: Reduction of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Associated with 
Construction and Operation of the DeWitt Nelson Facility. 

In order to reduce GHG emissions associated with the project, CDCR will implement all applicable and feasible 
Best Performance Standards (BPSs) recommended by SJVAPCD at the time renovation and construction plans 
are finalized by CDCR. SJVAPCD’s current list of recommended BPSs is contained in Appendix J, “GHG 
Emission Reduction Measures - Development Projects” of SJVAPCD’s December 2009 staff report called 
Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act (SJVAPCD 
2009). Applicable, BPSs may include but are not limited to the following 



CDCR  NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects 
Cumulative Impacts 5-14 DEIR 

► Energy Star Roof. Install Energy Star labeled roof materials. Energy star qualified roof products reflect more 
of the sun's rays, decreasing the amount of heat transferred into a building Onsite Renewable Energy System. 
Project provides onsite renewable energy system(s) (e.g., solar panels). 

► Renewable Energy Use. Install solar, wind, and geothermal power systems and solar hot water heaters. 

► Solar Panels in Parking Areas. Install solar panels over parking areas. 

► Use of Hybrid Powered and/or electric powered maintenance and transportation vehicles. 

In addition, CDCR will dev elop and implement a voluntary employee trip reduction program that minimizes the 
percentage of employee commute trips in single occupancy vehicles. At a minimum, the program shall encourage 
employees to commute by some transportation mode than a single occupancy vehicle. California Health and 
Safety Code Section 40717.9 prohibits this mitigation measure from requiring that a minimum percentage of 
employee commute trips occur by some other transportation mode other than a single occupancy vehicle. This 
program shall be fully funded by CDCR and be developed in consultation with the San Joaquin Council of 
Governments; the San Joaquin Regional Transit District, and SJVAPCD. Measures that result in quantifiable trip 
reductions can also be counted as reductions in NOX and PM10 emissions with respect to compliance with 
SJVAPCD’s ISR rule. The program shall be managed by an on-site Employee Transportation Coordinator 
employed and appointed by CDCR. A designated Transportation Manager shall also be on duty during each shift 
to manage the program. The reduction program and its effectiveness shall be evaluated annually and reported to 
SJVAPCD. As part of the program, CDCR shall provide a display case or kiosk that presents all of the program 
information in a prominent area accessible to employees (e.g., break room or entrance). Elements of the employee 
trip reduction program may include, but are not limited to, the following measures: 

► Provide carpool ride matching assistance for employees, assistance with vanpool formation, and provisions of 
vanpool vehicles. 

► Provide a demarcated area exclusively for employee shuttles, carpools, vanpools, public transit, and cyclists 
that allows for more convenient and expedient access to and from the site during peak turnover periods (i.e., 
shift changes). 

► Design and provide preferential parking for carpool and vanpool vehicles. Design features may include a 
separate parking lot for carpool and vanpool vehicles that is closer to the employee building entrance than the 
parking lot for single occupancy vehicles and/or covered parking spaces for carpool and vanpool vehicles. 

► Make available free or discounted public transit passes to all employees if public transit service is expanded to 
serve the project site. 

► Implement compressed work schedules for employees (e.g., 4 shifts per week for full time employees). 

► Provide a covered area for the on-site employee shuttle stop or vanpool parking lot and an open-air covered 
walkway connection to the employee entrance of the building to provide summertime shade and protection 
from rain. 

Significance After Mitigation 

The reduction in mobile-source GHG emissions associated employee commute trips would depend on the mix of 
measures implemented to achieve a 25% reduction in single occupancy vehicle trips by employees. Even if 
mobile-source emissions were reduced by 25%, or 663 MT CO2e/yr from the DeWitt Nelson facility and 581 MT 
CO2e/yr from the NCRF facility, total operational emissions would be approximately 8,696 MT CO2e/yr and 
7,781 MT CO2e/yr, respectively. Thus, implementation of the above mitigation would reduce GHG emissions, but 
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not to a level that would not be cumulatively considerable. Thereby, this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

While implementation of this mitigation measure is intended to reduce GHG emissions and it would also result in 
some amount of emissions reduction in criteria air pollutant and precursor from area and mobile sources. Because 
of the close correlation between GHG and ozone precursor emissions from mobile sources, it is reasonable to 
expect that the manner in which GHG emissions would be reduced would also be effective in reducing ozone 
precursor emissions to a similar extent for applicable sectors. 

5.5.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Past development in San Joaquin County, ranging from the conversions of land to agricultural production more 
than 100 years ago to recent development projects, has converted substantial amounts of native habitat to other 
uses. Although future projects would be expected to mitigate impacts on threatened and endangered species and 
other biological resources that are provided regulatory protections, many types of habitats and species are 
provided no protection, and it can be expected that a net loss of native lands, agricultural lands, and open space 
areas that provide value to biological resources will continue. 

The proposed projects would result in potentially significant impacts related to the potential take of special-status 
species as a result of project construction and operation of the lethal electrified fence, as well as the loss of 
foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk and other raptors as a result of the conversion of agricultural land to urban 
uses. These impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation measures 
identified in Section 4.2, “Biological Resources.” 

As described in Section 4.2, the proposed lethal electrified fences at NCRF and Dewitt Nelson are expected to 
together result in the electrocution of fewer than 40 individual animals per year. Approximately 2 to 4 of these are 
expected to be sensitive species. The operation of a lethal electrified fence at CHCF Stockton, which is adjacent to 
the two proposed facilities, would also contribute to mortality of wildlife in the region. The proposed lethal 
electrified fence at CHCF is estimated to be approximately 8,000 feet in length and based on data from existing 
lethal electrified fences in similar habitats, approximately 20 individual animals are estimated to be electrocuted 
on an annual basis. Taken cumulatively, operation of the three lethal electrified fences in this region is expected to 
result in the mortality of approximately 60 individual animals. Of these, approximately half are expected to be 
nonnative species and only 3 to 5 are expected to be sensitive species. Sensitive species that could be killed by the 
proposed lethal electrified fences include barn owl, great-horned owl, burrowing owl, American kestrel, red-tailed 
hawk, and loggerhead shrike. Common native species likely to be killed by the lethal electrified fences include 
house finch, American crow, western kingbird, yellow-rumped warbler, Brewer’s blackbird, Audubon’s 
cottontail, and California ground squirrel. Mortality of wildlife would be minimized by implementing measures to 
reduce wildlife attractants near the prison perimeter and by deterring wildlife from contacting the lethal electrified 
fence. Compensation for loss of individuals would be provided by improving opportunities for reproductive 
success of species likely to be killed. This would be achieved through habitat protection, restoration, or 
enhancement at offsite mitigation areas. Habitat compensation for the operation of the lethal electrified fence at 
NCRF has already been provided through the Statewide Lethal Electrified Fence Project’s HCP. Habitat 
compensation would be provided for loss of individuals due to operation of the lethal electrified fences at DeWitt 
Nelson and CHCF. Therefore, the cumulative mortality of wildlife due to contact with the lethal electrified fence 
is considered to be less than significant. 

Implementation of the proposed projects could result in the loss of burrowing owls; mortality, loss, or 
abandonment of occupied nests of Swainson’s hawks or other nesting raptors; and permanent loss of 
approximately 21.5 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat. The SJMSCP anticipates conversion of up to 
approximately 109,300 acres of open space land to non-open space uses in the county between 2001 and 2051. 
The proposed projects and related projects in Stockton would contribute to this countywide conversion. 
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The SJMSCP was developed to minimize and mitigate impacts on plant and wildlife habitat (and associated 
species) resulting from this regional loss of open space. The SJMSCP seeks to compensate for such conversion by 
preserving agricultural lands and preserving and creating natural habitats to be managed in perpetuity through the 
establishment of conservation easements and preserves. The goal of the SJMSCP is to provide approximately 
101,000 acres of agricultural and habitat preserve. The SJMSCP concludes that this would adequately compensate 
for cumulative impacts on plant and wildlife species covered by the plan. Therefore, cumulative impacts on 
biological resources covered under the SJMSCP would be less than significant. 

However, because the proposed projects are not identified under the SJMSCP, CDCR must apply as a third-party 
participant. Because it is not certain that SJCOG would approve CDCR’s participation, separate measures are 
identified in Section 4.2 of this EIR that would mitigate impacts on special-status species to a less-than-significant 
level. 

Because the project proponent will seek third-party participation in the SJMSCP and implement mitigation 
measures to reduce impacts on sensitive biological resources not covered by the SJMSCP, the proposed projects 
and related projects would not incrementally contribute to a significant cumulative impact on biological resources. 
The impact would be less than significant. 

Cumulative developments could result in potentially significant impacts on special-status species and conversion of open 
space land to urbanized uses. However, with implementation of the mitigation measures proposed for the DeWitt Nelson and 
the NCRF facilities, the proposed project’s contribution to these impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
Therefore, the projects’ contribution to cumulative impacts on special-status species and conversion of open space would be 
less than significant. 

5.5.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

As described in Section 4.3, “Cultural Resources,” the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects could result 
in potentially significant impacts on undiscovered cultural resources; however, these impacts would be reduced to 
a less-than-significant level with implementation of recommended mitigation. CHCF Stockton will implement 
very similar mitigation. Further, it is anticipated that other cumulative development would also implement similar 
mitigation (as part of compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and state and local 
regulations) in the event of discovery of cultural resources. Therefore, cumulative cultural resources impacts 
would be less than significant and the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects contribution would not be considerable. 

The NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects could result in the potential loss of undiscovered archaeological resources and human 
remains. Because the proposed projects includes mitigation to avoid the loss of previously undiscovered archaeological 
resources and human remains, the project’s contribution to any impacts on undiscovered archaeological resources would not 
be cumulatively considerable. Further, other cumulative projects would be required to implement similar mitigation in the event 
of discovery of cultural resources. Therefore, cumulative cultural resources impacts would be less than significant and the 
NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities’ contribution would not be considerable. 

5.5.4 EMPLOYMENT, POPULATION, AND HOUSING 

As described in Section 4.4 “Employment, Population, and Housing,” using the existing geographic distribution 
of employees, an estimated 337 (39.7%) of the maximum number of 850 employees associated with the combined 
NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would reside in Stockton and the remaining employees would be distributed 
throughout other adjacent communities. The most recent available data show that the average household size for 
CDCR employees is 3.1 persons (CDCR 1995). This would result in a total of about 2,635 residents in employee 
households, representing less than 4% (0.4–3.2%) of the growth projection for Stockton, Sacramento, Elk Grove, 
Lodi, Manteca, and Modesto through 2020/2035 (projection end dates vary depending on the source), if all 
employees were new to the area, which is not realistic. As discussed in Section 4.4, this only represents a fraction 
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of the expected number of new people moving to the region and does not take into consideration the locally hired 
employees. 

Stockton would be expected to receive the largest project-related population increase. Section 4.4 states that more 
than 30,000 residential units (29,000 single family and 1,000 multi-family units) are approved and proposed as 
part of several residential projects in the City of Stockton. Using the California Department of Finance’s estimate 
of 3.094 people per household in the city of Stockton, the addition of 30,000 units would result in a direct 
population increase of 92,820. Of the 850 residents associated with the employees of the proposed NCRF and 
DeWitt Nelson projects, approximately 337 would reside in Stockton. In addition, up to 1,191 residents associated 
with the CHCF Stockton project may also reside in Stockton. All three projects together would result in less than 
2% of the population increase resulting from the approved residential projects within the city, and, once again, 
this does not take local hires into consideration. It can be presumed, therefore, that some of the housing growth 
planned in Stockton and surrounding areas would be available and used by NCRF, DeWitt Nelson, and CHCF 
Stockton employees who would be new to the area. Therefore, the projects, including CHCF Stockton, would not 
be expected to play a substantive role in the amount of housing planned in the region and would not itself 
stimulate new development, the construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts. The 
combined cumulative impact of NCRF and DeWitt Nelson would be less than significant. 

The population increase resulting from the proposed projects, in addition to increases associated with the adjacent approved 
CHCF Stockton project, would be minimal compared to the population increase associated with the proposed and approved 
housing in the City of Stockton. This housing, and other available housing in surrounding areas, would accommodate non-local 
employees associated with the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects. This impact would be less than significant. 

5.5.5 GEOLOGY AND PALEONTOLOGY 

GEOLOGY 

Construction of the proposed projects would conform to the current California Building Code, which contain 
specifications to reduce adverse effects on structures caused by earthquake-related ground shaking and to 
minimize secondary seismic hazards. By conforming to these building codes and implementing site-specific 
engineering measures developed in compliance with these codes, the proposed project would not expose people or 
structures to substantial adverse effects related to seismic hazards. The soils on the project site are subject to high 
shrink-swell potential. As described in Section 4.5, “Geology, Soils, Mineral Resources, and Paleontology,” 
CDCR would complete soils studies and implement construction and design measures developed in response to 
the studies. Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the impacts from earthquake-related 
ground shaking and secondary seismic hazards to a less-than-significant level. 

Implementation of the various related projects and other projects in the region could expose additional structures 
and people to seismic and soils hazards. The potential hazards could represent a significant cumulative impact if 
projects are not developed to the latest building standards and do not incorporate recommendations from site-
specific geotechnical reports and grading/erosion plans prepared for these projects. However, each project 
considered in this cumulative analysis must individually meet building code requirements, and no aggregate effect 
would result from combining the proposed project and the related projects of this cumulative analysis. 

For these reasons, no significant cumulative impact related to seismic or soil hazards would occur. Implementing 
the proposed project would not create additional facilities under increased risk of hazards and would not result in 
any cumulatively considerable incremental contributions to any significant cumulative impacts. The impact would 
be less than significant. 

The DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would not result in significant cumulative impacts related to seismic or soils hazards 
because project design and construction would be required by law to conform to the California Building Code and other local 
planning regulations that contain specific design requirements to reduce damage from strong seismic ground shaking. Further, 
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mitigation is included to reduce soil erosion impacts of the proposed projects. Other cumulative developments would be 
required to implement similar design standards and mitigation; therefore, this would be a less-than-significant cumulative 
impact. 

PALEONTOLOGY 

As-yet-undiscovered paleontological resources could underlie the project site and related project sites. Mitigation 
measures are contained in Section 4.5, “Geology, Soils, Mineral Resources, and Paleontology,” to reduce impacts 
on previously undiscovered paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level. Unique, scientifically 
important fossil discoveries are relatively rare, and the likelihood of encountering them is based on the type of 
specific rock formations found underground. These rock formations vary from location to location. Furthermore, 
when unique, scientifically important fossils are encountered by construction activities, the subsequent 
opportunities for data collection and study generally provide a benefit to the scientific community. 

Because of the low probability that any project would encounter unique, scientifically important fossils, and 
because of the benefits that would occur from recovery and further study of those fossils if encountered, 
development of the related projects and other development in the region is not considered to result in a significant 
cumulative impact on paleontological resources. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-
significant impact. 

Because CDCR would implement mitigation to reduce the proposed projects’ paleontological impacts and other cumulative 
development would be required to implement similar mitigation, this would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

5.5.6 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

The NCRF project and the DeWitt Nelson project would both involve the storage, use, disposal, and transport of 
hazardous materials to varying degrees during construction and operation. In addition, live and spent ammunition 
would be handled at the firing range. The firing range includes design features (i.e., bullet traps, baffles, and 
compacted clay base) to minimize hazards to humans and the environment. In addition, handling of live and spent 
ammunition and operation of a firing range are extensively regulated by various federal, state, and local agencies, 
and CDCR and project operators would implement and comply with these existing regulations. Therefore, the 
regulatory requirements ensure that substantial hazards to the public would not occur, and that impacts of the 
proposed project related to hazardous materials would be less than significant. The approved adjacent CHCF 
project also includes mitigation measures, which reduce hazardous materials-related impacts (primarily associated 
with on-site buildings and minor soil staining related to a former automotive shop) to a less-than-significant level. 
The CHCF Stockton mitigation measures include soils investigations and preliminary soil excavation plan, soil 
removal according to state and local regulation, and abatement of lead paint and asbestos according to state 
regulation (similar to the projects). Because the impacts of the NCRF, DeWitt Nelson and CHCF Stockton 
projects are all mitigated to a less-than-significant level, the cumulative impact would remain less than significant. 

Because pertinent laws and regulations (incorporated as mitigation measures) would apply to the NCRF, DeWitt Nelson, and 
CHCF Stockton project, as well as other projects in the vicinity, this impact would be less than significant on both an 
individual project and cumulative basis. Furthermore, although other related projects may include remediation of contaminated 
soils and demolition of structures that contain hazardous materials, these impacts are site specific and would not be 
cumulatively considerable. 

5.5.7 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

SURFACE WATER QUALITY 

Overall water quality in the region has degraded over time as natural habitat has been converted to farmland and 
urban uses, and these uses have resulted in runoff of various pollutants into local and regional waterways. A 
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variety of programs have been implemented with the goal of halting degradation of water quality and reversing 
this trend. Several state and federal agencies are involved in these programs, many of which required by the 
federal Clean Water Act. 

The proposed DeWitt project and NCRF project would result in surface disturbance through ground scraping, 
grading, trenching, and compaction associated with typical development activities. Existing vegetation would be 
removed, thereby increasing the potential for erosion. Construction activities and proposed land uses (e.g., 
roadways, parking areas) would generate atmospheric pollution, tire-wear residues, petroleum products, and oil 
and grease, which would be carried in stormwater runoff on the CDCR property. These constituents could enter 
the storm drainage system and adversely affect water quality. However, CDCR would comply with all relevant 
requirements of the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board’s storm water pollution prevention plan 
program, which would require the implementation of best management practices and other water quality 
protection measures to sufficiently reduce the project’s potential surface water quality impacts during project 
construction. These requirements are also included as mitigation measures in Section 4.7, “Hydrology and Water 
Quality.” The approved CHCF Stockton project, located adjacent to both the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson project 
sites, is also subject to regulations and similar mitigation measures. Furthermore, it is assumed, given the presence 
of numerous regulatory programs, that other cumulative developments would be required to implement similar 
water quality protection measures. With implementation of these measures, cumulative water quality impacts 
would be less than significant and the project’s contribution to these impacts would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

Although lead contamination is an environmental consideration for firing ranges, the proposed firing range 
includes design features (i.e., bullet traps, baffles, and compacted clay base) to minimize hazards to humans and 
the environment. Implementation of mitigation measures would ensure appropriate maintenance and regular 
cleanup as well as implementation of BMPs. In addition, handling of live and spent ammunition and operation of 
a firing range are extensively regulated by various federal, state, and local agencies, and CDCR and project 
operators would implement and comply with these existing regulations. 

Because CDCR would implement best management practices and other water quality protection measures to 
reduce the DeWitt Nelson project and NCRF project’s stormwater quality impacts and other cumulative 
development would be required to implement similar measures to prevent water quality degradation, this would 
be a less-than-significant cumulative impact, and the DeWitt Nelson project and NCRF project’s contribution to 
water quality impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 

The DeWitt Nelson project and NCRF project would implement adequate water quality protection measures to prevent the 
degradation of water quality. Other cumulative developments would be required provide water quality protection measures. 
This would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact and the proposed project’s contribution to water quality impacts 
would not be cumulatively considerable. 

STORMWATER CAPACITY 

Implementation of the DeWitt project and NCRF project would result in the addition of impervious surfaces at the 
CDCR property associated with building, roadway, and fencing construction on land that is mostly developed. 
Although a formal hydrologic analysis of the site has not been performed, several preliminary drainage system 
designs are being considered as part of the project projects, including a new retention basin and additional 
stormwater drainage pipelines. Adequate drainage facilities would be provided for the NCRF project and the 
DeWitt Nelson project, such that all stormwater runoff generated by all existing, proposed, and approved CDCR 
facilities, including the CHCF Stockton project, would be retained onsite and would not enter into Littlejohns 
Creek or other regional waterways or drainage systems. Therefore, under buildout conditions, the proposed NCRF 
and DeWitt Nelson projects, in combination with the CHCF Stockton project, would not adversely affect regional 
stormwater system capacity or result in downstream flooding. It is also anticipated that other cumulative 
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development would be required to also provide adequate drainage facilities consistent with state and local policies 
and plans. 

The DeWitt Nelson project and NCRF project would provide adequate stormwater drainage facilities on the CDCR property to 
accommodate stormwater demands of all existing, proposed, and approved CDCR facilities, including CHCF Stockton. Other 
cumulative developments would be required provide adequate stormwater facilities. This would be a less-than-significant 
cumulative impact and the proposed project’s contribution to stormwater drainage impacts would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

GROUNDWATER QUALITY 

Groundwater in the vicinity of the project site is currently contaminated due to the landfill south of the project 
site. The proposed project would disconnect the water supply system from existing wells and would connect to 
the City of Stockton water supply. The proposed firing range would include bullet traps and an air filtration 
system to capture bullets, bullet debris, and dust and would also include a 4-inch pea gravel surface over a 
compacted clay base to ensure no migration of lead or other contaminants into the groundwater. Mitigation 
measures are included in Section 4.7, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” that require regular maintenance and 
cleanup, as well as incorporation of BMPs The proposed firing range, along with other cumulative projects, would 
be required to comply with all federal and state requirements, and the project’s cumulative impact would be less 
than significant. Although the groundwater in the vicinity is currently contaminated, the proposed project would 
not contribute this contamination; therefore, the projects contribution to this existing impact would not be 
cumulatively considerable. 

The NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would be required to comply with all federal and state regulations related to water 
quality. In addition, the firing range included as part of the DeWitt Nelson project is designed to minimize impacts to 
groundwater, and mitigation measures would further reduce groundwater impacts by requiring regular maintenance and 
cleanup, as well as incorporation of BMPs. Other cumulative developments would also be required to comply with federal, 
state, and local water quality regulations. This would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact and the proposed project’s 
contribution to existing groundwater quality impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 

5.5.8 LAND USE AND AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

LAND USE 

Land uses in the project area have changed over time, from natural land uses decades ago to farmland and, more 
recently, to a combination of farmland, industrial, and correctional uses, such as the former Northern California 
Women’s Facility (NCRF site) and Northern California Youth Correctional Center (NCYCC). Within the broader 
project area, the city of Stockton has continued to urbanize, and in doing so, has converted farmland to urban 
uses. 

The proposed and approved facilities at and adjacent to the NCYCC would be located sufficiently distant from 
surrounding communities (i.e., Stockton) that the project would not physically divide an established community. 
As described in Section 4.8, “Land Use and Agricultural Resources,” the proposed project was determined to be 
consistent with relevant policies of the City and County General Plans. It is anticipated that developments under 
review by local jurisdictions would comply with appropriate development policies. Projects that would not 
comply with local standards would not be approved. In addition, although the SJMSCP does not apply to state 
projects, other development in the region under the jurisdiction of the City and County would be required to 
comply with the SJMSCP; therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to cumulative conflicts with a 
habitat conservation plan. No existing or reasonably foreseeable cumulatively considerable land use impacts were 
identified and the proposed project would not result in any significant land use impacts because it is consistent 
with the land use and zoning designations. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to a cumulatively 
considerable land use impact, and the project’s impact would be less than significant. 
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The DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would not result in any land use impacts (physically divide a community or violate a 
policy intended to avoid a significant environmental impact) and would be consistent with local land use designations and 
zoning and would be consistent with relevant policies of state and local jurisdictions. Cumulative projects would comply with 
local policies and plans for development. This would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

NCRF Only 

The proposed NCRF project would be developed primarily within an existing correctional facility and would not 
directly or indirectly convert existing Important Farmland to a non-agricultural use. Therefore the proposed 
NCRF project would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact related to agricultural resources. 

The proposed NCRF project would not directly or indirectly convert Important Farmland to a non-agricultural 
use. Therefore, the proposed NCRF project would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact, and NCRF 
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to an existing significant cumulative impact. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

According to the most recent agriculture census for San Joaquin County, conducted in 1997, 3,862 farms occupy 
approximately 809,000 acres of farmland in the county; this is approximately 90% of the county’s 909,000-acre 
total land area. The percentage of agricultural land has fluctuated, according to recent agriculture censuses, from 
approximately 824,000 acres (91%) in 1987 to approximately 784,000 acres (86%) in 1992 and then back up 
again in 1997 to the acreages mentioned above. In 1997, total cropland in the county was approximately 559,000 
acres, and in this area, approximately 519,000 acres were irrigated lands. 

As projected in the SJMSCP, population in the county, including the city of Stockton, is expected to more than 
double by 2040, increasing to 1.26 million (SJCOG 2000), resulting in continued pressure to convert agricultural 
lands to nonagricultural use. The SJMSCP (SJCOG 2000) estimated that approximately 57,635 acres of 
agricultural habitat land will be converted from open space use between 2001 and 2051. 

The Division of Land Resource Protection of the California Department of Conservation (DOC) estimates that the 
county had 624,515 acres of Important Farmland in 2004, further classified as 412,550 acres of Prime Farmland, 
91,222 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, and 62,535 acres of Unique Farmland (DOC 2006). 
According to the DOC land conversion tables for the county, 11,140 acres of Important Farmland were converted 
to other uses between 1992 and 2004. Lands classified as Unique Farmland and Farmland of Local Importance 
actually increased during this period (likely attributable more to designation of existing farmland as unique or 
important rather than to new farmland being put into production). However, an overall loss of Important Farmland 
occurred as a result of conversions of Prime Farmland (23,453 acres) and Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(8,326 acres) to other uses. The county reports that 8,733 acres of farmland are slated for nonagricultural use in 
the near future; more than half of this is Prime Farmland. 

As described in the Section 4.8 “Land Use and Agricultural Resources,” the majority of the DeWitt Nelson 
facility would be located on Urban Built-up land, with the exception of the new retention basin, which would 
convert approximately 4.5 acres of Important Farmland. According to the EIR for the City General Plan (City of 
Stockton 2006:13-32), buildout of the City General Plan and other area development, including CHCF, would 
result in the conversion of up to 32,600 acres of Important Farmland. The EIR concludes that conversion of this 
farmland would be a significant and unavoidable impact. The proposed project would contribute to this 
conversion of farmland. 

The loss of Important Farmland is considered a cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant) impact when 
considered in connection with the losses that would occur as a result of the proposed project; past farmland 
conversions; and planned future development proposed in the city, the surrounding cities, and the county as a 
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whole. Mitigation is included requiring CDCR to record an agricultural conservation easement at a ratio of 1:1 
acres (4.5 acres total) The CHCF Stockton project would also convert up to 70 acres of Important Farmland. 
Mitigation measures require a conservation easement of similar farmland at a ratio of 1:1 (acre conserved to acre 
converted). 

Preserving agricultural lands in perpetuity through purchasing a conservation easement would ensure the 
continued protection of farmland in the project vicinity, partially offsetting project impacts. However, this 
measure cannot fully and feasibly mitigate the proposed DeWitt Nelson project’s cumulatively considerable 
contribution to the loss of agricultural land in San Joaquin County to below a level that is not considerable, 
because no new farmland would be created; rather, existing farmland would be protected. Therefore, the proposed 
DeWitt Nelson project would contribute to an existing cumulatively considerable impact, and the project would 
result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. 

The conversion of 4.5 acres of Important Farmland associated with the DeWitt Nelson project, in combination with the 
conversion of 32,600 acres of Important Farmland expected to be converted under the buildout of the City of Stockton General 
Plan and other projects (including CHCF), as well as Important Farmland converted by other cumulative development in the 
region, would eliminate the viability of a significant amount of Important Farmland for agricultural production. Even with 
implementation of mitigation measures, the conversion of 4.5 acres of Important Farmland resulting from the DeWitt Nelson 
project, in combination with cumulative development, is a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact because 
conserving farmland elsewhere does not re-create the farmland that would be lost as a result of the proposed DeWitt Nelson 
project. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

As described above, the proposed NCRF would not result in direct or indirect conversion of Important Farmland; 
however the proposed new retention basin that is part of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would result in the 
conversion of approximately 4.5 acres of Important Farmland. The CHCF Stockton project would also convert up 
to 70 acres of Important Farmland. Mitigation measures require a conservation easement of similar farmland at a 
ratio of 1:1 (acre conserved to acre converted). Although mitigation measures are included, which require 
conservation of existing Important Farmland elsewhere, the mitigation measures would not re-create the farmland 
that would be lost as a result of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project, and the impact is considered significant and 
unavoidable. 

The combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities and the 32,600 acres of Important Farmland expected to be converted 
under the buildout of the City of Stockton General Plan and other development in the area, as well as Important Farmland 
converted by other cumulative development in the region, would eliminate the viability of a significant amount of Important 
Farmland for agricultural production. Even with implementation of mitigation measures, the conversion of 4.5 acres of 
Important Farmland resulting from the DeWitt Nelson project, in combination with cumulative development, is a significant 
and unavoidable cumulative impact because conserving farmland elsewhere does not re-create the farmland that would be 
lost as a result of the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects. 

5.5.9 NOISE 

CUMULATIVE SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION-RELATED IMPACTS 

Implementing the NCRF project, the DeWitt Nelson project, or both simultaneously would generate noise from 
construction activity and project-generated construction traffic. Any reasonably foreseeable projects in the 
vicinity of the project site (CHCF Stockton) also could generate construction-related noise. Implementing the 
project scenarios (NCRF only, DeWitt Nelson only, NCRF and DeWitt Nelson, NCRF, DeWitt Nelson and CHCF 
Stockton) could make a considerable contribution to an overall significant effect on noise in the short term. As 
shown on Exhibit 4.9-2, existing noise levels at the nearest off-site noise sensitive receptors are considered high, 
approximately 68 dBA Leq and 57 dBA Leq for residents along Austin Road and Arch Road, respectively. As 
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stated in Impact 4.9-1, the few residences located along Arch Road are not expected to experience significant 
construction noise from the combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects due to the distance from residences to 
construction sites, intervening building facades that would shield construction noise, and ground absorption due to 
the intervening grasslands ground cover. Furthermore, with the addition of the CHCF Stockton project, 
cumulative noise impacts would remain less than significant for sensitive receptors located along Arch Road. 

The proposed combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF project construction noise levels at noise sensitive receptors 
located along Austin Road are modeled to be between 50 dBA Leq and 52 dBA Leq. These modeled noise levels 
would be 16 dBA to 18 dBA lower than the existing noise levels at sensitive receptors located along Austin Road. 
From a cumulative basis, if all three proposed projects (NCRF, DeWitt Nelson and CHCF Stockton) are 
constructed simultaneously, cumulative construction noise levels at nearest off-site sensitive receptors would be 
dominated by construction noise levels attributable to the CHCF Stockton project. Construction noise levels 
ranging from 68 dBA Leq to 74 dBA Leq would be experienced at the nearest noise sensitive receptors to the 
CHCF Stockton site located on Austin Road (CHCF Stockton EIR 2008). Therefore, construction noise levels 
attributed to the cumulative construction projects would be considered significant only if the CHCF Stockton 
project is under construction at the same time as NCRF or DeWitt Nelson, or both. However, the noise from 
construction of the CHCF project is substantially higher than from either NCRF or DeWitt Nelson, or both, and 
the increase in noise from NCRF and DeWitt Nelson would not be considerable. Therefore, they would not result 
in a cumulatively significant noise impact during construction. 

In addition, construction traffic noise would only occur for a limited time and would cease once construction is 
complete. Because construction activities and project-generated construction traffic would occur only during the 
exempt hours of 6 a.m. to 9 p.m. and would not occur on a permanent basis, implementing the proposed projects 
would not contribute to any overall effect of construction traffic noise that would be cumulatively significant in 
the short term. 

As shown on Exhibit 4.9-2, existing noise levels at the on-site noise sensitive receptors (wards at the adjacent 
N.A. Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility, and O.H. Close Youth Correctional Facility) are considered 
relatively low, ranging from 45 dBA Leq to 51 dBA Leq at locations wards may occupy during recreational hours. 
Proposed project construction noise levels at these sensitive receptors are modeled to be 60 dBA Leq, when 
accounting for distance and intervening structures. These modeled noise levels would be 9 dBA to 15 dBA higher 
than the existing noise levels at on-site sensitive receptors. From a cumulative basis, if all three proposed projects 
(NCRF, DeWitt Nelson and CHCF Stockton) are constructed simultaneously, cumulative construction noise 
levels at nearest on-site sensitive receptors would result in an increase in ambient noise levels. Construction noise 
levels of 64 dBA Leq would be experienced at the nearest on-site noise sensitive receptors to the CHCF Stockton 
site (CHCF Stockton EIR 2008). The cumulative construction noise level that is expected to be experienced at the 
nearest noise sensitive receptors along Austin Road would be 66 dBA Leq. Therefore, construction noise levels 
attributed to the cumulative construction projects would be considered significant. As a result, this impact would 
be cumulatively significant. Project-generated construction traffic would not contribute to any overall effects of 
noise at on-site noise sensitive receptors that could be cumulatively significant in the short term due to distances 
from roadways to possible on-site receptor locations and intervening structures. 

The NCRF project and DeWitt Nelson project plus cumulative development would result in cumulatively considerable 
construction noise impacts for both offsite and onsite noise-sensitive receptors. The NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities would 
result in construction noise levels that would cumulatively combine with other cumulative projects such that they would exceed 
San Joaquin County Development Code construction or operational noise compatibility standards during non-exempt hours; 
and the projects would, in combination with cumulative development, result in a substantial increase in ambient noise levels at 
off-site and on-site noise-sensitive receptors. Therefore, cumulative noise impacts would be significant and the NCRF facility 
and the DeWitt Nelson facility’s contribution would be considerable. 
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Mitigation Measure(s) for Cumulative Construction Noise Impacts 

CDCR will implement Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.9-1a. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Implementation of the above mitigation measure and attaining consistency with the provisions of the San Joaquin 
County Development Code would reduce construction-generated noise levels by 5–10 dBA at off-site and on-site 
noise-sensitive receptors and would not result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the projects. Furthermore, operation of construction-
related equipment, in accordance with the construction-hours and noise-reduction provisions of San Joaquin 
County Development Code, would be exempt from the provisions of the Code. As a result, this impact would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

CUMULATIVE LONG-TERM OPERATIONAL IMPACTS 

Cumulative noise levels could be affected by additional buildout of surrounding land uses, increases in vehicular 
traffic, and potential increases in air traffic at the Stockton Metropolitan Airport. Future land use changes are 
expected to occur at the adjacent surrounding parcels. The approved California Conservation Corps Delta 
Services Center abutting the O. H. Close Youth Correctional Facility to the north would consist of administrative, 
educational, recreational, residential and storage buildings. Operational noise sources associated with this use 
would predominately be on site vehicle movements, HVAC, and people talking or recreating noise. The approved 
Arch Road Industrial Park to the northwest would be expected to generate on-site vehicle movements, 
loading/unloading activities, and HVAC noise. The CHCF project is adjacent to both the NCRF and DeWitt 
Nelson sites to the south and north, respectively. Operational noise sources would be similar to proposed project 
noise sources and are expected to be localized sources. Due to intervening building facades, the localized nature 
of stationary sources and the distances between project sites a cumulative operational noise impact is not expected 
to occur. Therefore, stationary noise sources are not expected to result in noise in excess of applicable standards 
nor a substantial increase in ambient noise levels at the project site as a result of surrounding land uses. 

Section 4.9, “Noise,” includes an analysis of operational impacts, including increased roadway noise under 
cumulative 2035 conditions, which includes anticipated roadway volumes at buildout of the City’s General Plan, 
as well as traffic generated from related projects. The proposed project would not result in a significant increase in 
roadway noise levels under 2035 conditions and while the project-related traffic would not contribute to a 
cumulatively considerable noise impact along Arch Road and Austin Road, the contribution would be less than 1 
dB and therefore imperceptible (see Tables 5-4, 5-5, and 5-6, below). Therefore, transportation noise sources are 
not expected to result in a substantial increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project site. 



NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects   CDCR 
DEIR 5-25 Cumulative Impacts 

Table 5-4 
Predicted Traffic Noise Levels  

Future Conditions and Future Plus DeWitt  

Roadway Segment Location 
Ldn at 100 Feet, dBA 

Future 
Conditions* 

Future Plus 
DeWitt Nelson 

Net 
Change 

Significant 
Impact? 

Arch Road West CA-99 SB Off Ramp 72.5 72.5 0.0 No 
Arch Road CA-99 SB Off Ramp CA-99 NB Off Ramp 72.0 72.2 0.2 No 
Arch Road CA-99 NB Off Kingsley 72.8 73.0 0.2 No 
Arch Road Kingsley Newcastle 70.8 71.0 0.2 No 
Arch Road Newcastle Logistics Drive 70.6 70.8 0.2 No 
Arch Road Logistics Drive Driveway 1 70.2 70.4 0.2 No 
Arch Road Driveway 1 Driveway 2 70.2 70.4 0.2 No 
Arch Road Driveway 2 Austin Road 72.3 72.4 0.1 No 

Austin Road Arch Road Driveway 3 70.3 70.3 0.0 No 
Austin Road Driveway 3 South 70.3 70.6 0.3 No 
Austin Road Arch Road North 75.1 75.1 0.0 No 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels Ldn = day-night average noise level 

*  Traffic noise levels are predicted at a standard distance of 100 feet from the roadway centerline and do not account for shielding from 

existing noise barriers or intervening structures. Traffic noise levels may vary depending on actual setback distances and localized 

shielding. 

Source: Data modeled by AECOM in 2010 
 

Table 5-5 
Predicted Traffic Noise Levels  

Future Conditions and Future Plus NCRF Nelson 

Roadway Segment Location 

Ldn at 100 Feet, dBA 

Future 
Conditions* 

Future Plus  
NCRF Nelson 

Net 
Change 

Significant 
Impact? 

Arch Road West CA-99 SB Off Ramp 72.5 72.5 0.0 No 
Arch Road CA-99 SB Off Ramp CA-99 NB Off Ramp 72.0 72.2 0.2 No 
Arch Road CA-99 NB Off Kingsley 72.8 73.0 0.2 No 
Arch Road Kingsley Newcastle 70.8 71.0 0.2 No 
Arch Road Newcastle Logistics Drive 70.6 70.8 0.2 No 
Arch Road Logistics Drive Driveway 1 70.2 70.4 0.2 No 
Arch Road Driveway 1 Driveway 2 70.2 70.2 0.0 No 
Arch Road Driveway 2 Austin Road 72.3 72.3 0.0 No 

Austin Road Arch Road Driveway 3 70.3 70.3 0.0 No 
Austin Road Driveway 3 South 70.3 70.3 0.0 No 
Austin Road Arch Road North 75.1 75.1 0.0 No 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels Ldn = day-night average noise level 

* Traffic noise levels are predicted at a standard distance of 100 feet from the roadway centerline and do not account for shielding from 

existing noise barriers or intervening structures. Traffic noise levels may vary depending on actual setback distances and localized 

shielding. 

Source: Data modeled by AECOM in 2010 
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Table 5-6 
Predicted Traffic Noise Levels  

Future Conditions and Future Plus DeWitt Nelson and NCRF  

Roadway Segment Location 

Ldn at 100 Feet, dBA 

Future 
Conditions* 

Future Plus 
DeWitt and NCRF 

Nelson 
Net 

Change 
Significant 

Impact? 
Arch Road West CA-99 SB Off Ramp 72.5 72.5 0.0 No 
Arch Road CA-99 SB Off Ramp CA-99 NB Off Ramp 72.0 72.3 0.3 No 
Arch Road CA-99 NB Off Kingsley 72.8 73.1 0.3 No 
Arch Road Kingsley Newcastle 70.8 71.2 0.4 No 
Arch Road Newcastle Logistics Drive 70.6 71.0 0.4 No 
Arch Road Logistics Drive Driveway 1 70.2 70.6 0.4 No 
Arch Road Driveway 1 Driveway 2 70.2 70.4 0.2 No 
Arch Road Driveway 2 Austin Road 72.3 72.5 0.2 No 

Austin Road Arch Road Driveway 3 70.3 70.3 0.0 No 
Austin Road Driveway 3 South 70.3 70.6 0.3 No 
Austin Road Arch Road North 75.1 75.1 0.0 No 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels Ldn = day-night average noise level 

*  Traffic noise levels are predicted at a standard distance of 100 feet from the roadway centerline and do not account for shielding from 

existing noise barriers or intervening structures. Traffic noise levels may vary depending on actual setback distances and localized 

shielding. 

Source: Data modeled by AECOM in 2010 

The proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects, in combination with other projects and development associated with buildout 
of the City’s General Plan, would not result in a significant increase in stationary and transportation noise under 2035 
conditions, and the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable noise 
impact. All feasible mitigation measures have been included and would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
Therefore, cumulative noise impacts would be less than significant and the NCRF facility and the DeWitt Nelson facility’s 
contribution would not be considerable. 

5.5.10 PUBLIC SERVICES 

POLICE AND FIRE PROTECTION SERVICES 

Cumulative development would concentrate persons and structures within local school districts and police and 
fire jurisdictions. It is anticipated that local jurisdictions would require all new cumulative development to 
provide or fund the necessary school, police, fire, and emergency response services to serve those developments, 
consistent with relevant local policies addressing these issues. As described in Section 4.12, “Public Services,” the 
proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would utilize the Montezuma Fire Protection District or Collegeville 
Fire Protection District (under contract to CDCR), and law enforcement would be provided by the correctional 
personnel who would staff the facilities at all times. The CHCF Stockton project would also utilize Montezuma or 
Collegeville fire response personnel, and would utilize correctional personnel for general law enforcement 
purposes. Although assistance from other local fire, law enforcement, and emergency response agencies could be 
required if an incident at the site were to exceed the capabilities of on-site and contracted personnel and 
facilities/equipment, this backup assistance is currently provided for the NCYCC by these agencies, and the 
proposed project would not be expected to substantially increase the ability of these agencies to provide this 
backup assistance. 

In addition, the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects, as well as the approved CHCF Stockton project, 
would generate employment that would increase population throughout the region. Local municipalities typically 
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use property taxes and other taxes to pay for fire and police services provided to communities. Furthermore, new 
residential development that would meet the increased housing demand generated by the proposed project would 
pay local impact fees that would help fund local fire protection and law enforcement facilities. Therefore, the 
increase in demand generated by the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects, as well as the demand 
generated by the approved CHCF Stockton project, for cumulative police, fire, and emergency services would not 
be considerable, and the impacts would be less than significant. 

Because the proposed projects (as well as the approved CHCF Stockton project) would use contracted fire response 
personnel at Montezuma or Collegeville (the contract would cover the resources needed to serve the site) and would utilize its 
own officers for typical police protection needs, other local fire and police protection services would only be required for 
incidents that exceed the capabilities of on-site personnel and facilities/equipment. These other local fire and police protection 
departments currently provide backup service, and implementation of the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson project, in 
combination with the approved CHCF Stockton project, would not substantially increase the demand for these services. 
Furthermore, housing developments that would accommodate new project-generated employees to the region are require do 
pay development impact fees to pay for additional fire and police protection services. The impact is less than significant. 

SCHOOLS 

Implementation of both the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson project would include up to 850 employees. As discussed 
in Section 4.10 “Public Services,” because a percentage of the employment generated by both projects would be 
local hires, these local employees would not contribute to new demand for schools. Employees moving into the 
region would be accommodated within the substantial existing and planned new housing in the region. This also 
applies to the 3,000 employees generated by the future CHCF Stockton project. Where schools or school districts 
are over their capacities, new housing is required to pay local school impact fees for public schools in all the 
communities served by the project, which is considered, under CEQA, to be adequate mitigation for schools. The 
decision of where the housing is constructed, and therefore where schools may be affected by new students, is the 
responsibility of the local jurisdictions in which housing would occur. Impacts to schools resulting from the new 
housing would be mitigated through school mitigation fee collection. Finally, as discussed in Section 4.4, 
“Population, Employment, and Housing,” any new employees would be dispersed throughout the region and 
would not be substantial when considered within the existing and planned populations of the communities in 
which they would reside. Implementation of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson project, in combination with the 
CHCF Stockton project, would not result in increased demand for schools and construction of new school 
facilities; therefore, the projects would not result in or substantially contribute to a cumulative impact. The impact 
is therefore less than significant. 

Implementation of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects, in combination with CHCF Stockton, would not increase the demand 
for schools and facilities. Therefore, the projects would not result in or substantially contribute to a cumulative impact. The 
impact is therefore less than significant. 

5.5.11 TRANSPORTATION 

Cumulative traffic impacts were evaluated and presented in Section 4.11, “Transportation.” 

5.5.12 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

ELECTRICITY 

Implementation of the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would result in a 1.4-megawatt (MW) 
increase in electrical demands over existing electricity use at the NCYCC facility and NCRF, which would not 
require off-site improvements to existing PG&E facilities. In fact, because existing facilities would be improved 
and brought up to current Title 24 standards for energy conservation, electricity use to serve these projects is 
expected to be less than historic use, when these facilities were previously operating. 
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However, it is estimated that operation of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facility, in combination with other CDCR 
development, including CHCF Stockton, would require approximately 7 MW of electricity (Kitchell 2010:53). 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) would likely need to add transmission facilities to distribute power to 
the project site to serve all future development on the NCYCC site; however, this expansion is needed for the 
CHCF project and the CHCF EIR addressed the potential to provide this additional distribution to the site. 
Although new lines would be needed, the impacts are associated with the CHCF project (the lines would not be 
needed without CHCF); importantly, none of the impacts of providing new transmission lines to the site would be 
increased with the addition of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects; the same transmission facilities would be 
needed with or without the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects, and any increased power line size, if needed, 
would be minor and would be accommodated on the same transmission infrastructure. Installation of the new 
utility lines (and poles if necessary) could result in significant impacts to the environment. The most likely 
environmental impacts associated with the expansion of these off-site PG&E facilities, as described in the CHCF 
EIR, would be direct and indirect conversion of farmland, visual/aesthetic impacts, short-term, construction-
related noise and traffic impacts, construction-related impacts to special status species, and potential impacts to 
unknown cultural resources. The NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would not add any impacts to the impacts 
already resulting from the CHCF project. 

Although the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects by themselves would not require new or expanded off-site facilities, 
the new electricity demands generated by the CHCF Stockton project would require upgrades to off-site facilities, including 
additional right-of-way. Environmental impacts associated with this off-site electrical facilities expansion would likely be direct 
and indirect conversion of farmland, visual/aesthetic impacts, short-term, construction-related noise and traffic impacts, 
construction-related impacts to special status species, and potential impacts to unknown cultural resources, but these impacts, 
which are identified in the CHCF Stockton EIR, would not be increased with the proposed projects. Therefore, the projects 
would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact to electrical facilities. 

SOLID WASTE AND NATURAL GAS 

Solid waste generated by the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would be disposed of at Forward 
Landfill. Based on CDCR estimates, the average solid waste generation rate is 8.5 pounds per inmate per day. 
The combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson scenario would generate a total of 13,900 pounds (nearly 7 tons) of 
solid waste per day (8.5 pounds multiplied by 1,633 inmates, plus 560 pounds per month of medical waste). 
CHCF Stockton would generate approximately 17 tons of solid waste per day. According to the City of Stockton 
General Plan EIR (p. 9-55), the city’s total annual production of solid waste by 2035 is expected to amount to an 
estimated 275,000 tons per year or 750 tons per day. The Forward Landfill is permitted to dispose of up to 8,668 
tons of solid waste per day (CalRecycle 2010). The solid waste generated by the combined NCRF, DeWitt 
Nelson, and CHCF Stockton projects, in addition to the solid waste generated by the entire City of Stockton in 
year 2035, would contribute approximately 9% of the available daily disposal capacity of the Forward Landfill. 
Forward Landfill has adequate capacity under cumulative conditions, and the proposed project would not result in 
or contribute to a significant cumulative impact. The projects would have a less-than-significant cumulative 
impact on solid waste disposal facilities. 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in an increase in demand for natural gas. PG&E facilities are 
not expected to require upgrading to serve the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects, as well as the 
approved CHCF Stockton project. In addition, the NCRF, DeWitt Nelson, and CHCF Stockton projects would not 
limit PG&E’s ability to serve other existing and future development in the region. Therefore, increased demand 
for natural gas resulting from project operations would not be cumulatively considerable and the impact would be 
less than significant. 

The proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects, in combination with CHCF Stockton and other future development in the 
region, would not increase solid waste or natural gas demand such that new or expanded facilities would be required and 
because no new impacts would be anticipated as a result of the two proposed projects, the impact resulting from the proposed 
NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would be less than significant. 
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WASTEWATER TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL 

Collected wastewater flows from the NCYCC would continue to be transported to the Stockton Regional 
Wastewater Control Facility for treatment and disposal. The project includes a sewer pump station that will 
include a wet well or temporary sewage storage facility that will attenuate peak sewage flows and ensure that the 
flows do not exceed the agreed upon maximum daily flow of 1,400 gpm. However, increased wastewater 
generated by the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects, in addition to cumulative wastewater generation 
associated with other development in the City of Stockton, including the CHCF Stockton project, could affect the 
treatment capacity of the Regional Waste Wastewater Treatment Facility. According to the City of Stockton 
General Plan DEIR (p. 9-30), in year 2035 (buildout of the General Plan), the peak hour wet flow entering the 
treatment facility will increase from 101 mgd in 2003 to 195 mgd in 2035. For this increase, additional capacity 
will be needed and the RWCF would need expansion. According to the DEIR, the necessary improvements to the 
treatment facilities include: expansion of the plant influent pumping, preliminary treatment facilities, and 
sedimentation basins; expansion of primary sedimentation basin; expansion of secondary treatment facilities; 
expansion of tertiary treatment facilities (including construction of wetlands, biotowers, denitrification columns, 
post-aeration tanks, and effluent filters); a new effluent disinfection system using UV light; and expansion of the 
solids handling facilities. Additional advanced treatment methods (i.e., membrane filtration/reverse osmosis 
system) may also be required depending on future RWQCB discharge requirements. 

The General Plan DEIR (p. 9-28) states that future expansion of the RWCF could result in the following 
potentially significant environmental impacts: 

► Exposure of soils to erosion and loss of topsoil during construction; 
► Surface water quality (cumulative impact); 
► Construction-related air emissions; 
► Odor impacts; 
► Construction-related noise impacts; 
► Visual and/or light and glare impacts; 
► Loss of protected species and their habitats; 
► Fisheries (cumulative impact); and 
► Exposure to pre-existing listed and unknown hazardous materials contamination. 

The General Plan EIR further indicates that the following General Plan policies would minimize this impact: 
Policies PFS-1.10, PFS-3.4, and PFS-3.5 (require early planning for future wastewater infrastructure needs); 
Policy PFS-1.9 (requires the City to review and approve development plans in conjunction with all necessary 
infrastructure requirements). The General Plan EIR also includes mitigation measures requiring demonstration 
and written verification for the City’s discretionary approval that adequate existing/long-term wastewater 
treatment is available to serve a proposed development, as well as requiring a condition of approval, as part of the 
development review process, that an applicant must demonstrate that adequate wastewater infrastructure is 
proposed (and adequately financed and appropriately mitigated for public safety/environmental impacts). The 
DEIR also includes a mitigation that requires assessment of expansion areas to determine where fees need to be 
levied for new and expanded public service and utility infrastructure including, but not limited to, fire stations and 
equipment, police stations and equipment, utility infrastructure, recreation, and library facilities. (City of Stockton 
2006:9-29) 

However, even with implementation of the above-mentioned policies and mitigation measures, the General Plan 
DEIR indicates that the ability to mitigate the potential environmental impacts associated with the treatment 
facility expansion is contingent upon a variety of factors including the severity of the impacts, existing land use 
conditions, and the technical feasibility of being able to implement any proposed mitigation measures. Due to 
theses uncertainties, the General Plan DEIR (p. 9-29) concludes that potential impacts remain significant and 
unavoidable. 
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Note that although the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects do not require discretionary approval from 
the City of Stockton, and therefore are not subject to the mitigation measures required in the General Plan DEIR, 
because CDCR would remain within the agreed upon wastewater flow of 1,400 gpm, the agreement provides 
sufficient demonstration that the City of Stockton has adequate existing and future wastewater treatment capacity 
to serve the project and therefore complies, to the extent feasible, with the mitigation measures included in the 
General Plan DEIR. As indicated in the General Plan EIR, no additional mitigation measures are available to 
reduce this impact. 

Therefore, although the projects would not individually result in impacts related to wastewater treatment, the wastewater 
generated DeWitt Nelson and/or NCRF, in combination with other development associated with buildout of the general plan, 
would require the expansion of existing wastewater treatment facilities. The proposed projects would contribute to the 
significant impact associated with the future expansion of the wastewater treatment facilities, and the contribution to this 
impact by DeWitt Nelson and/or NCRF would be significant and unavoidable. 

5.5.13 VISUAL RESOURCES 

Over time, development of past projects in the vicinity has transformed the area, first from natural habitat to 
farmland, and more recently to a combination of farmland, industrial, and correctional uses in the project vicinity. 
The on-site and adjacent correctional uses cast most of the light and glare in the area. 

In general, the visual resources impacts of the cumulative projects are site specific; they would not result in 
changes to other project areas within the local viewshed. With the exception of the CCC project and the CHCF 
project, cumulative projects in the vicinity are either sufficiently distant from the project sites or of small enough 
scale that they would not combine with the project’s visual impacts of the NCRF project and DeWitt Nelson 
project. The CCC project would result in construction of a smaller institutional facility, and the CHCF would 
replace the existing, vacant Karl Holton Youth Correctional Facility located to the north of the DeWitt Nelson site 
and to the south of the NCRF site. The NCRF facility would utilize existing buildings. The DeWitt Nelson project 
would involve reuse of existing buildings. Although the smaller CCC project would develop structures on vacant 
land, the CHCF, NCRF, and DeWitt Nelson facilities would largely replace, re-use existing correctional facilities. 
The cumulative change to the visual character of the area would not be substantial. 

The NCRF project would reuse existing high mast lighting and the DeWitt Nelson project, the CCC project, and 
the CHCF project would add outdoor pole-mounted lighting similar to standard parking lot lighting. This lighting 
would add, although not considerable, to the existing lighting in the project vicinity, which currently includes 
high-mast lighting, and these projects would not result in a substantial increase in lighting levels. Although 
lighting levels would increase at the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson sites, as described in Section 4.13, “Visual 
Resources,” this lighting would not add considerably to the existing and future lighting sources present at the 
vicinity and the total lighting at the CCC, the CHCF, and existing correctional uses in the vicinity, as well as the 
BNSF transfer facility and other existing and future light industrial uses in the project vicinity. The NCRF project 
and the DeWitt Nelson project in combination with the CCC project and the CHCF project would not 
substantially increase skyglow. In addition, although the NCRF project and the DeWitt Nelson project would 
result in a significant impact associated with nighttime glare at residences across Austin Road, the area’s 
cumulative development would not be expected to affect these same residences; therefore, this impact, though 
individually significant, would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Implementation of the NCRF facility and the DeWitt Nelson facility, in combination with cumulative 
development would not result in substantial changes to the local viewshed and to nighttime views in the 
surrounding area because new lighting sources associated with the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities and 
cumulative development would not substantially increase the casting of skyglow. Therefore, the impact of the 
NCRF project and the DeWitt Nelson project would not be considered cumulatively considerable and would be 
less than significant. 
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Implementation of the NCRF project and the DeWitt Nelson project, in combination with cumulative development, would not 
result in substantial changes to visual character of the CDCR property. New lighting facilities associated with the NCRF facility 
and the DeWitt Nelson facility, in combination with other cumulative development would not substantially increase of skyglow 
in the area. Therefore, cumulative visual impacts would be less than significant and the NCRF facility and the DeWitt Nelson 
facility’s contribution would not be considerable. 

5.5.14 WATER SUPPLY 

The DeWitt Nelson project would increase the demand on the existing water supply available to the City of 
Stockton Metropolitan Area by approximately 222 acre-feet per year (afy). The NCRF project would increase that 
demand by approximately 98 afy. The CHCF project approved for the NCYCC would increase the demand on the 
City of Stockton Metropolitan Area’s water supply by approximately 444 acre-feet per year. As shown on Table 
4.14-8, water supply with both DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects and cumulative demand in the water service 
area through 2035 would be sufficient, with a surplus in 2035 (the year when supply is most constrained) of 
17,348 afy. Thus, sufficient supplies would also be available to serve the CHCF. Long term water supply data 
assumes timely completion of the Delta Water Supply Project (DWSP) by the City of Stockton. As can be seen, it 
is anticipated that City water supplies are available to meet the proposed projects’ water demand in the short term 
before the construction and operation of Delta Water Supply Project (DWSP) facilities (currently estimated at 
2010 or 2011). The DWSP is currently under construction, and is scheduled for completion by Spring 2012. 
(Granberg, pers. comm., 2010). No major impediments are foreseen. The DWSP will include an Intake and Pump 
Station Facility which will divert water from the San Joaquin River to be pumped through miles of underground 
pipeline to a new 30 million gallon per day water treatment plant located on Lower Sacramento Road. The City 
considers the DWSP a reliable source of future long-term water supply. The proposed projects would be served 
by the City’s municipal supply, which is provided through existing water rights and entitlements available to the 
city, including groundwater. The DWSP will add to this source and will, in conjunction with existing City 
sources, provide adequate water to serve cumulative development over the next 20+ years (at least through the 
period of implementation of the City General Plan [i.e., through 2035].) No additional entitlements or resources 
are required for the proposed projects. Therefore this impact would be less than significant. 

Implementation of the NCRF project and the DeWitt Nelson project, in combination with cumulative development 
would not result in a cumulative impact on water supply that has not already been analyzed in the EIR for the 
City General Plan or the DWSP EIR. This cumulative impact would be less than significant. 
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6 OTHER CEQA SECTIONS 

6.1 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

Section 21100(b)(2)(A) of the Public Resources Code (PRC) provides that an EIR shall include a detailed 
statement setting forth “in a separate section any significant effect on the environment that cannot be avoided if 
the project is implemented.” Accordingly, this section provides a summary of significant environmental impacts 
of the project that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

Chapter 4, “Environmental Setting, Thresholds of Significance, Environmental Impacts, and Mitigation 
Measures,” describes the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project and recommends various 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts, to the extent feasible. Chapter 5, “Cumulative Impacts,” determines 
whether the incremental effects of this project would be significant when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects. After implementation of the recommended 
mitigation measures, most of the impacts associated with the proposed project would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. The impacts listed below are considered significant and unavoidable; that is, no feasible 
mitigation is available to reduce the project’s impacts to a less-than-significant level. Chapter 7, “Alternatives,” 
considers alternatives to the project that may be capable of reducing or avoiding some of these impacts. 

6.1.1 PROJECT IMPACTS 

LAND USE AND AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

Impact 4.8-3: Convert Important Farmland to Nonagricultural Uses 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

The proposed DeWitt Nelson project would convert approximately 4.5acres of Important Farmland to a 
nonagricultural land uses. This would be a significant impact (Impact 4.8-3a). To reduce the significance of the 
conversion of Important Farmland to a less-than-significant level, existing nonagricultural land uses in San 
Joaquin County, such as habitat or urban uses, could be converted to farmland. Converting urban uses to farmland 
is not feasible because it is not consistent with San Joaquin County’s land use planning goals, objectives, and 
policies for the orderly development of the county. Further, such conversions would likely themselves have 
significant impacts, such as impacts on water and air quality from grading activities, or disruption of traffic 
patterns. Converting habitat to agriculture would result in significant impacts on the species reliant on the habitat. 
Implementation of mitigation measures for Impact 4.2-1a would conserve at least 4.5 acres of Important 
Farmland. However, although recording this agricultural conservation easement would limit future farmland 
conversion for the acres conserved, it would not result in the replacement of the 4.5 acres converted by the 
project, because no new farmland would be created. Therefore, the conversion of Important Farmland to a 
nonagricultural use, although reduced in severity, would remain a significant and unavoidable impact. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

Development of the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects, in combination, would convert approximately 
4.5 acres of land that is designated Prime Farmland and Farmland of Local Importance to a nonagricultural land 
use. This would be a significant impact. (Impact 4.8-3c), As discussed above for the DeWitt Nelson project site, 
implementation of mitigation measures for Impact 4.2-1a would conserve at least 4.5 acres of existing Important 
Farmland. Although recording an agricultural conservation easement would limit future farmland conversion for 
the acres conserved, it would not result in the replacement of the 4.5 acres converted by the project, because no 
new farmland would be created. Therefore, the conversion of Important Farmland to a nonagricultural use for the 
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combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects, although reduced in severity, would remain a significant and 
unavoidable impact. 

TRANSPORTATION 

Impact 4.11-1: Construction-Related Traffic Impacts NCRF Only 

NCRF Only 

Implementation of the NCRF project would result in the deterioration of one intersection to an unacceptable level 
of service during construction. Therefore, this would be a significant impact. While feasible mitigation is 
available, the City and the County are the agencies that can and should implement this mitigation and it is 
unknown whether this mitigation would be implemented prior to operation of the project. While this mitigation 
would reduce the project’s impact, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be potentially significant 
and unavoidable in the event the mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the project.  

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in the deterioration of two intersections to 
unacceptable levels of service during construction. Therefore, this would be a significant impact. While feasible 
mitigation is available, the City and the County are the agencies that can and should implement this mitigation 
and it is unknown whether this mitigation would be implemented prior to operation of the project. While this 
mitigation would reduce the project’s impact, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be potentially 
significant and unavoidable in the event the mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the project.  

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would result in the deterioration of two intersections to 
unacceptable levels of service during construction. Therefore, this would be a significant impact. While feasible 
mitigation is available, the City and the County are the agencies that can and should implement this mitigation 
and it is unknown whether this mitigation would be implemented prior to operation of the project. While this 
mitigation would reduce the project’s impact, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be potentially 
significant and unavoidable in the event the mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the project.  

Impact 4.11-2: Impacts to Study Area Intersections and Roadway Segment 

NCRF Only 

Implementation of the NCRF project would result in the acceptable operation of the study area roadway segment; 
however, it would result in the deterioration of three study intersections to unacceptable operating conditions 
based on adopted thresholds of local agencies. Therefore, this would be a significant impact (Impact 4.11-2a). 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure for Impact 4.11-2a (1-3) would reduce the project’s impacts to 
intersections. While feasible mitigation is available, Caltrans and San Joaquin County are the agencies that can 
and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this mitigation would be implemented prior to 
operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact, for purposes of CEQA, this 
impact is concluded to be significant and unavoidable in the event the mitigation is not implemented prior to 
operation of the project.  

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in the acceptable operation of the study area roadway 
segment; however, it would result in the deterioration of three study intersections to unacceptable operating 
conditions based on adopted thresholds of local agencies. Therefore, this would be a significant impact (Impact 
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4.11-2b). Implementation of Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.11-2b (1-3) would reduce the project’s impacts 
to the intersections to a less-than-significant level. While feasible mitigation is available, Caltrans and San 
Joaquin County are the agencies that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this 
mitigation would be implemented prior to operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the 
project’s impact, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be significant and unavoidable in the event 
the mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the project.  

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

Implementation of the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would result in the acceptable operation of 
the study area roadway segment; however, the projects would result in the deterioration of three study 
intersections to unacceptable operating conditions based on adopted thresholds of local agencies. Therefore, this 
would be a significant impact (Impact 4.11-2c). Implementation of Mitigation Measure(s) for Impact 4.11-2c (1-
3) would reduce the projects’ impacts to intersections to a less-than-significant level. No other feasible mitigation 
is available to further reduce this impact. While some feasible mitigation is available, Caltrans and San Joaquin 
County are the agencies that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this mitigation 
would be implemented prior to operation of the projects. This impact is concluded to be potentially significant 
and unavoidable.  

Impact 4.11-4: Project Impacts to Freeway Segments and Merge/Diverge Impacts 

NCRF Only 

Implementation of the NCRF project would result in the deterioration of the Arch Road to Mariposa Road 
freeway segment in the northbound direction to an unacceptable LOS. This would be a significant impact (Impact 
4.11-4a). Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-4a would reduce the project’s impacts to the 
northbound segment of SR 99 from Arch Road to Mariposa Road a less-than-significant level. While feasible 
mitigation is available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation. While Caltrans has 
identified and is planning for this improvement and construction is projected to begin in 2011, it is unlikely that 
this improvement could feasibly be implemented prior to operation of the project. Acceleration of the schedule 
would not be feasible. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact to this freeway segment once 
implemented, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be significant and unavoidable in the interim 
period when the project is operational and the improvement is not complete. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in the deterioration of the Arch Road to Mariposa 
Road freeway segment in the northbound direction to an unacceptable LOS. This would be a significant impact 
(Impact 4.11-4b). Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-4a would reduce the project’s impacts to 
the northbound segment of SR 99 from Arch Road to Mariposa Road a less-than-significant level. While feasible 
mitigation is available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation. While Caltrans has 
identified and is planning for this improvement and construction is projected to begin in 2011, it is unlikely that 
this improvement could feasibly be implemented prior to operation of the project. Acceleration of the schedule 
would not be feasible. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact to this freeway segment once 
implemented, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be significant and unavoidable in the interim 
period when the project is operational and the improvement is not complete. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

Implementation of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would result in the deterioration of the Arch Road to 
Mariposa Road freeway segment in the northbound direction to an unacceptable LOS. This would be a significant 
impact (Impact 4.11-4c). Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-4a would reduce the project’s 
impacts to the northbound segment of SR 99 from Arch Road to Mariposa Road a less-than-significant level. 
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While feasible mitigation is available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation. While 
Caltrans has identified and is planning for this improvement and construction is projected to begin in 2011, it is 
unlikely that this improvement could feasibly be implemented prior to operation of the project. Acceleration of 
the schedule would not be feasible. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact to this freeway 
segment once implemented, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be significant and unavoidable 
in the interim period when the projects is operational and the improvement is not complete. 

Impact 4.11-5: Freeway Queuing Impacts  

NCRF Only 

Implementation of the NCRF project would result in eastbound through-lane and left queues that continue to 
exceed the storage capacity for all peak hours. Further, both northbound and southbound off-ramp queues would 
continue to exceed the storage capacity of the off-ramps and would potentially back up onto the mainline 
segments of SR 99. This would be a significant impact (Impact 4.11-5a). Implementation of mitigation measure 
for Impact 4.11-5a would reduce the project’s impacts to vehicle queues. While feasible mitigation is available, 
Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation. With regard to signal timing, it is unknown 
whether this improvement would be implemented prior to operation of the project. Further, while Caltrans has 
identified and is planning for the widening of SR 99 to 10 lanes and construction is projected to begin in 2012, it 
is unlikely that this improvement could feasibly be implemented prior to operation of the project. Acceleration of 
the schedule would not be feasible. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact to this freeway 
segment once implemented, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be significant and unavoidable 
in the interim period when the project is operational and the improvement is not complete. 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in eastbound through-lane and left queues that would 
continue to exceed the storage capacity for all peak hours and would likely have an effect on the operation of the 
Qantas Lane and Arch Road intersection. Further, both northbound and southbound off-ramp queues would 
continue to exceed the storage capacity of the off-ramps and would potentially back up onto the mainline 
segments of SR 99. This would be a significant impact (Impact 4.11-5b). Implementation of mitigation measure 
for Impact 4.11-5a would reduce the project’s impacts to vehicle queues. While feasible mitigation is available, 
Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation. With regard to signal timing, it is unknown 
whether this improvement would be implemented prior to operation of the project. Further, while Caltrans has 
identified and is planning for the widening of SR 99 to 10 lanes and construction is projected to begin in 2012, it 
is unlikely that this improvement could feasibly be implemented prior to operation of the project. Acceleration of 
the schedule would not be feasible. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact to this freeway 
segment once implemented, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be significant and unavoidable 
in the interim period when the project is operational and the improvement is not complete. 

Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

Implementation of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would result in eastbound through-lane and left queues 
that would continue to exceed the storage capacity for all peak hours and would likely have an effect on the 
operation of the Qantas Lane and Arch Road intersection. The westbound right turn queues would be 
accommodated within the storage length for the A.M. and Midday peak hours but would exceed the storage 
capacity during the P.M. peak hour and would likely have an effect on the operation of Arch Road at Kingsley 
Road. Further, both northbound and southbound off-ramp queues would continue to exceed the storage capacity 
of the off-ramps and would potentially back up onto the mainline segments of SR 99. This would be a significant 
impact (Impact 4.11-5c). Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-5a would reduce the project’s 
impacts to vehicle queues. While feasible mitigation is available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should 
implement this mitigation. With regard to signal timing, it is unknown whether this improvement would be 
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implemented prior to operation of the project. Further, while Caltrans has identified and is planning for the 
widening of SR 99 to 10 lanes and construction is projected to begin in 2012, it is unlikely that this improvement 
could feasibly be implemented prior to operation of the project. Acceleration of the schedule would not be 
feasible. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact to this freeway segment once implemented, for 
purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be significant and unavoidable in the interim period when the 
project is operational and the improvement is not complete. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Impact 4.13-4: Increase in Light and Glare 

NCRF Only 

Skyglow impacts for viewers in all directions would be similar to current skyglow caused by adjacent operational 
NCYCC facilities and the BNSF railroad facility. However, due to the proximity of the existing residence on 
Austin Road, the increase in nighttime lighting at the facility, during both construction and operation, could result 
in a nuisance to the occupants of the residence. This would be a significant impact. (Impact 4.13-4b). With the 
implementation of the mitigation measures for Impact 4.13-4(b), which minimize construction lighting impacts 
and direct lighting from NCRF project operations downward and away from the residence to the east, construction 
and operational night lighting would be shielded, where possible, from sensitive residents east of the NCRF 
project site. Because the mitigation also offers to accommodate nearby residents in a hotel through the duration of 
the nighttime construction, the construction-related impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
However, during project operation, the overall intensity of light could increase substantially for the nearest 
residence to the site, despite the use of glare shields, because of the need to provide overall security to the site. 
Although CDCR will make its best effort to design lighting facilities to reduce light and glare impacts, the NCRF 
project would nevertheless result in a substantial light and glare impact to the project vicinity. CDCR already uses 
state-of-the-art lighting in all its new facilities. This lighting would be designed to cast light only where needed, 
and to cut off glare to off-site areas. However, because of the required security protocols, other design treatments 
such as reduction in lighting intensity and landscaping are not feasible. There are no other known measures that 
CDCR can implement that would provide sufficient lighting to maintain security needs without some of this light 
being visible off of the CDCR property. Therefore, the NCRF project operation would result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Skyglow impacts from the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects for viewers in all directions would be 
similar to current skyglow caused by the operational NCYCC uses and the BNSF railroad facility. Proposed 
lighting would increase nighttime light and glare for residents immediately east of the NCRF project site. This 
would be a significant impact. (Impact 4.13-4c). As discussed above, the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would 
result in less-than-significant light and glare. With the implementation of the mitigation measures for Impact 4.13-
4(b), which minimize construction lighting impacts and direct lighting from NCRF project operations, 
construction-related light and glare impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level, whereas operational 
impacts would remains significant after mitigation. Therefore, the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects 
would result in a significant and unavoidable impact. 

6.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The cumulatively considerable impacts of the project that are significant and unavoidable are described below. 
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CLIMATE CHANGE 

Inclusion of features such as those described above in the design and operation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson 
and NCRF facilities that would enable it to avoid, adapt to, and be resilient in the face of climate change-
associated risks would reduce the extent and severity of climate change-related impacts to the project. However, 
nonetheless the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would be anticipated to generate GHG emissions, 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment or conflict with AB 32. As a result, 
this incremental increase in GHGs would be cumulatively considerable and significant. The reduction in mobile-
source GHG emissions associated with employee commute trips would depend on the mix of measures 
implemented to achieve a 25% reduction in single occupancy vehicle trips by employees. Even if mobile-source 
emissions were reduced by 25%, or 663 MT CO2e/yr from the DeWitt Nelson facility and 581 MT CO2e/yr from 
the NCRF facility, total operational emissions would be approximately 8,696 MT CO2e/yr and 7,781 MT 
CO2e/yr, respectively. Thus, implementation of the above mitigation would reduce GHG emissions, but not to a 
level that would not be cumulatively considerable. Thereby, this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. While implementation of this mitigation measure is intended to reduce GHG emissions, it would 
also result in some amount of emissions reduction in criteria air pollutant and precursors from area and mobile 
sources. Because of the close correlation between GHG and ozone precursor emissions from mobile sources, it is 
reasonable to expect that the manner in which GHG emissions would be reduced would also be effective in 
reducing ozone precursor emissions to a similar extent for applicable sectors.  

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

DeWitt Nelson Only 

The conversion of 4.5 acres of Important Farmland associated with the DeWitt Nelson project, and the 32,520 
acres of Important Farmland expected to be converted under the buildout of the City of Stockton General Plan, as 
well as Important Farmland converted by other cumulative development in the region would eliminate the 
viability of a significant amount of Important Farmland for agricultural production. Even with implementation of 
mitigation measures, the conversion of 4.5 acres of Important Farmland resulting from the DeWitt Nelson project, 
in combination with cumulative development, is a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact because 
conserving farmland elsewhere does not re-create the farmland that would be lost as a result of the proposed 
DeWitt Nelson project. 

Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

The combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson facilities, and the 32,520 acres of Important Farmland expected to be 
converted under the buildout of the City of Stockton General Plan, as well as Important Farmland converted by 
other cumulative development in the region, would eliminate the viability of a significant amount of Important 
Farmland for agricultural production. Even with implementation of mitigation measures, the conversion of 4.5 
acres of Important Farmland resulting from the DeWitt Nelson project, in combination with cumulative 
development, is a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact because conserving farmland elsewhere does 
not re-create the farmland that would be lost as a result of the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects. 

TRANSPORTATION 

Impact 4.11-3: Cumulative Intersection and Roadway Segment Impacts 

Cumulative Plus NCRF Only 

Implementation of the NCRF project would result in the deterioration of three study intersections to unacceptable 
operating conditions based on adopted thresholds of local agencies. It would also result in deterioration of the 
study area roadway segment under cumulative conditions. Therefore, this would be a significant cumulative 
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impact and the project’s contribution would be considerable (Impact 4.11-3a). Implementation of mitigation 
measure for Impact 4.11-3a (1-4) would reduce the project’s impacts to intersections to a less-than-significant 
level. While feasible mitigation is available, Caltrans and San Joaquin County are the agencies that can and 
should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this mitigation would be implemented prior to 
operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact, for purposes of CEQA, this 
impact is concluded to be cumulatively significant and unavoidable and the project’s contribution would be 
considerable in the event the mitigation is not implemented prior to operation of the project.  

Cumulative Plus DeWitt Nelson Only 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project under cumulative conditions would result in the deterioration of 
three study intersections to unacceptable operating conditions based on adopted thresholds of local agencies. In 
addition, it would cause the v/c ratio for one roadway segment to increase above cumulative no project conditions 
Therefore, this would be a significant cumulative impact and the project’s contribution would be considerable 
(Impact 4.11-3b). Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-3a (1-4) would reduce the project’s 
impacts to intersections to a less-than-significant level. While feasible mitigation is available, Caltrans and San 
Joaquin County are the agencies that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this 
mitigation would be implemented prior to operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the 
project’s impact, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be cumulatively significant and 
unavoidable and the project’s contribution would be considerable in the event the mitigation is not implemented 
prior to operation of the project.  

Cumulative Plus Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Implementation of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would result in the deterioration of three study 
intersections to unacceptable operating conditions based on adopted thresholds of local agencies. In addition, it 
would cause the v/c ratio for one roadway segment to increase above cumulative no project conditions Therefore, 
this would be a significant cumulative impact and the project’s contribution would be considerable (Impact 4.11-
3c). Implementation of mitigation measure for Impact 4.11-3a (1-4) would reduce the projects’ impacts to 
intersections to a less-than-significant level. While feasible mitigation is available, Caltrans and San Joaquin 
County are the agencies that can and should implement this mitigation and it is unknown whether this mitigation 
would be implemented prior to operation of the project. While this mitigation would reduce the projects’ impact, 
for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be cumulatively significant and unavoidable and the DeWitt 
Nelson and NCRF project’s contribution would be considerable in the event the mitigation is not implemented 
prior to operation of both projects.  

Impact 4.11-4: Cumulative Impacts to Freeway Segments and Merge/Diverge 

Cumulative Plus NCRF Only 

Implementation of the NCRF project would result in the deterioration of the Arch Road to Mariposa Road 
freeway segment in the northbound direction to an unacceptable LOS. In addition, the project would potentially 
result in merging and diverging impacts on the freeway. This would be a significant impact. While feasible 
mitigation is available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation. While Caltrans has 
identified and is planning for this improvement and construction is projected to begin in 2011, it is unlikely that 
this improvement could feasibly be implemented prior to operation of the project. Acceleration of the schedule 
would not be feasible. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact to this freeway segment once 
implemented, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be cumulatively significant and unavoidable 
and the project’s contribution would be considerable in the interim period when the project is operational and the 
improvement is not complete.  
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Cumulative Plus DeWitt Nelson Only 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in the deterioration of the Arch Road to Mariposa 
Road freeway segment in the northbound direction to an unacceptable LOS. In addition, the project would 
potentially result in merging and diverging impacts on the freeway. This would be a significant impact. While 
feasible mitigation is available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation. While 
Caltrans has identified and is planning for this improvement and construction is projected to begin in 2011, it is 
unlikely that this improvement could feasibly be implemented prior to operation of the project. Acceleration of 
the schedule would not be feasible. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact to this freeway 
segment once implemented, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be cumulatively significant and 
unavoidable and the project’s contribution would be considerable in the interim period when the project is 
operational and the improvement is not complete.  

Cumulative Plus Combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Facilities 

Implementation of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would result in the deterioration of the Arch Road to 
Mariposa Road freeway segment in the northbound direction to an unacceptable LOS. In addition, the project 
would potentially result in merging and diverging impacts on the freeway. This would be a significant impact. 
While feasible mitigation is available, Caltrans is the agency that can and should implement this mitigation. While 
Caltrans has identified and is planning for this improvement and construction is projected to begin in 2011, it is 
unlikely that this improvement could feasibly be implemented prior to operation of the project. Acceleration of 
the schedule would not be feasible. While this mitigation would reduce the project’s impact to this freeway 
segment once implemented, for purposes of CEQA, this impact is concluded to be cumulatively significant and 
unavoidable and the project’s contribution would be considerable in the interim period when the project is 
operational and the improvement is not complete. 

Impact 4.11-5: Freeway Queuing Impacts  

Cumulative with NCRF Only 

Implementation of the NCRF project under cumulative conditions would result in eastbound through-lane and left 
queues that would continue to exceed the storage capacity for all peak hours and would likely have an effect on 
the operation of the Qantas Lane and Arch Road intersection. The westbound queues would be accommodated 
would exceed the storage capacity and would likely have an effect on the operation of Arch Road at Kingsley 
Road. Further, both northbound and southbound off-ramp queues would continue to exceed the storage capacity 
of the off-ramps and would potentially back up onto the mainline segments of SR 99. This would be a significant 
cumulative impact and the project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable (Impact 4.11-5d). No 
feasible mitigation is available to reduce this impact. Therefore, this impact would be significant and 
unavoidable and the NCRF project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable. 

Cumulative with DeWitt Nelson Only 

Implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project under cumulative conditions would result in eastbound through-lane 
and left queues that would continue to exceed the storage capacity for all peak hours and would likely have an 
effect on the operation of the Qantas Lane and Arch Road intersection. The westbound queues would be 
accommodated would exceed the storage capacity and would likely have an effect on the operation of Arch Road 
at Kingsley Road. Further, both northbound and southbound off-ramp queues would continue to exceed the 
storage capacity of the off-ramps and would potentially back up onto the mainline segments of SR 99. This would 
be a significant cumulative impact and the project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable (Impact 
4.11-5e). No feasible mitigation is available to reduce this impact. Therefore, this impact would be significant 
and unavoidable and the NCRF project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable. 
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Cumulative with Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities 

Implementation of the NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects under cumulative conditions would result in eastbound 
through-lane and left queues that would continue to exceed the storage capacity for all peak hours and would 
likely have an effect on the operation of the Qantas Lane and Arch Road intersection. The westbound queues 
would be accommodated would exceed the storage capacity and would likely have an effect on the operation of 
Arch Road at Kingsley Road. Further, both northbound and southbound off-ramp queues would continue to 
exceed the storage capacity of the off-ramps and would potentially back up onto the mainline segments of SR 99. 
This would be a significant cumulative impact and the project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable 
(Impact 4.11-5f). No feasible mitigation is available to reduce this impact. Therefore, this impact would be 
significant and unavoidable and the NCRF and DeWitt projects. 

WASTEWATER TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL 

Although the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would not individually result in impacts related to wastewater 
treatment, the wastewater generated DeWitt Nelson and/or NCRF, in combination with other development 
associated with buildout of the general plan, would require the expansion of existing wastewater treatment 
facilities. The proposed projects would contribute to the significant impact associated with the future expansion of 
the wastewater treatment facilities, and the contribution to this impact by DeWitt Nelson and/or NCRF would be 
significant and unavoidable.  

6.2 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

The State CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of the significant irreversible environmental changes that would 
be involved in the project should it be implemented. 

An irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources is the permanent loss of resources for future or 
alternative purposes. Irreversible and irretrievable resources are those that cannot be recovered or recycled or 
those that are consumed or reduced to unrecoverable forms. The proposed project would result in the irreversible 
and irretrievable commitment of energy and material resources, including the following, during project 
construction, operation, and maintenance: 

► construction materials, including such resources as rocks, wood, concrete, glass, roof shingles, and steel; 

► land area, including designated Important Farmland, committed to new project facilities; 

► water supply for project operation; and 

► energy expended in the form of electricity, gasoline, diesel fuel, and oil for equipment and transportation 
vehicles that would be needed for project construction and operation. 

The use of these nonrenewable resources is expected to account for a minimal portion of the region’s resources 
and would not affect the availability of these resources for other needs within the region. Long-term consumption 
of energy and natural resource during project operation is expected to be substantial, although it would not exceed 
the capacity of energy suppliers to meet local demand once the new infrastructure is in place. Construction 
activities would not result in inefficient use of energy or natural resources. Construction contractors selected 
would use best available engineering techniques, construction and design practices, and equipment operating 
procedures. Because implementation of the proposed project would result in substantial long-term consumption of 
energy and natural resources, these potential irreversible changes would be significant. 



CDCR  NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Conversion Projects 
Other CEQA Sections 6-10 DEIR  

6.3 GROWTH INDUCEMENT 

PRC Section 2100(b)(5) specifies that growth-inducing impacts of a project must be addressed in an EIR. Section 
15126(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that a proposed project is growth-inducing if it could “foster 
economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the 
surrounding environment.” Included in the definition are projects that would remove obstacles to population 
growth. Examples of growth-inducing actions include developing water, wastewater, fire, or other types of 
services in previously unserved areas, extending transportation routes into previously undeveloped areas, and 
establishing major new employment opportunities. The following is a summary of the direct and indirect growth-
inducing impacts that could result with implementation of the project. 

Project construction would foster substantial short-term and long-term economic growth associated with 
construction and operation employment opportunities. The number of short-term construction jobs required to 
build the DeWitt Nelson project would peak at approximately 480 and up to 450 staff would be employed at the 
facility. With implementation of the NCRF only scenario, the number of short-term construction jobs required to 
build the project would peak at approximately 100, and up to 400 new employees would be employed at the 
facility. The number of short-term construction jobs required to build the combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF 
facilities would peak at approximately 580, and CDCR would employ between 800 and 850 people to operate the 
facilities. Operation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would foster long-term growth in three 
ways: 

► direct growth related to employment at the facilities, 

► growth related to induced employment resulting from jobs created to provide goods and services to the 
employees, and 

► growth resulting from facility expenditures. 

CDCR estimates that each new position creates approximately 0.5 indirect or secondary jobs through payrolls and 
the purchase of local goods and services. Based on the wide geographic distribution of residences of existing 
employees of the NCYCC, and given that most induced jobs would require skill levels that could be provided by 
existing residents of the region (i.e., Stockton and nearby cities), induced employment is not anticipated to have a 
substantial effect on population growth. The proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects alone would not 
substantially increase population growth in the surrounding region because it would not construct new housing. 
The proposed projects would not remove barriers to population growth because no new public infrastructure 
facilities would be installed. The projects are unlikely to tax existing local or regional community service facilities 
based on the wide geographic distribution residences of existing employees of the NCYCC. 

The project-generated population growth, even if 100% of the employees were new to the area, would be 
indistinguishable from expected local growth for these areas based on projections presented in Section 4.4, 
“Employment, Population and Housing”. For instance, proposed and approved residential projects in Stockton 
alone, as of December 4, 2009, would add more than 29,000 single-family units and 1,000 multifamily units 
(Stockton 2009) to the City of Stockton (more than 30,000 total residential units). CDCR estimates approximately 
3.1 persons per household. This is very close to the California Department of Finance estimate that an average of 
3.094 people reside in each household in the City of Stockton as of January 1, 2010. Adding 30,000 units could 
result in a direct population increase of 92,820. Of the 850 residents associated with the employees of the 
combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF scenario, approximately 337 would reside in Stockton (less than 0.5% of the 
projected growth in Stockton). This is a small percentage of the population increase resulting from proposed and 
approved residential projects within the city, and, once again, this does not take into consideration the large 
number of employees hired from the local employment pool who currently reside in the local communities. It can 
be presumed, therefore, that some of the housing growth planned in Stockton would be available and used by 
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project employees who would be new to the area. Data are similar for the surrounding cities in the region that are 
expected to accommodate new project employees. 

Although under all project scenarios, the proposed NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects would foster some 
economic and population growth associated with new employment opportunities, this growth would not 
substantially affect the ability of public services providers to serve their existing customers, nor would it require 
the construction of new facilities to serve the project. This growth would be widely dispersed throughout San 
Joaquin County and surrounding counties and would not result in an increased demand for housing in these areas. 
The population and employment growth expected with implementation of the proposed project would not exceed 
the projections of local general plans in the communities surrounding the site. 

New and upgraded infrastructures included as part of these projects would be sized to accommodate project 
demand and would not accommodate future growth beyond the boundaries of the CDCR property. Furthermore, 
potential annexation would only include CDCR property and would not incorporate any additional land into the 
Stockton city limit. 
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7 ALTERNATIVES 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires lead agencies to consider “a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project, or the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic project 
objectives but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects, and evaluate the comparative 
merits of the alternatives.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6, subd. (a); see also Pub. Resources Code, 
Sections§§ 21002, 21081, subd. (a).) The general purpose of the alternatives analysis is to determine whether or 
not a variation of the project would reduce, or eliminate, significant project impacts, within the basic framework 
of the project’s objectives. 

Thus, alternatives considered in an EIR should be feasible, and should attain most of the basic project objectives. 
Two separate projects are proposed and considered in this EIR. As described in Section 3.2, “Project Objectives,” 
the primary objectives of each of the proposed facilities are as follows: 

7.1 DEWITT NELSON CONVERSION 

The primary and fundamental objective of the DeWitt Nelson conversion project is to help provide, in an 
expeditious manner, constitutionally adequate mental health care for California prison inmates consistent with the 
Coleman court orders. Other objectives of the DeWitt Nelson project are to: 

► Implement the goals set forth in AB900 to increase male adult inmate prison capacity and associated support 
and program space to reduce overcrowding and improve living conditions for inmates. 

► Locate the medical and mental health facility in a geographic area which effectively serves the state prison 
populations. 

► Locate the medical and mental health care facility in proximity to a metropolitan area where there is access to 
a large employment base to serve the facility, including areas with potential training facilities. 

► Utilize existing facilities, infrastructure, and available state-owned land to provide needed facilities at the 
lowest cost to taxpayers. 

► Size the facility to achieve the most efficient and optimal patient care while ensuring a secure facility. 

► Design the facility in a manner that is conducive to optimal care, including patient access to diagnostic and 
treatment center, patient support areas, and outdoor areas. 

► Provide efficiencies of care and treatment by locating the facility in the vicinity of CHCF Stockton. 

► Provide a high level of security to protect the safety of the patients, correctional and medical staff, and the 
surrounding community. 

7.1.1 NCRF 

This EIR has been prepared, in part, for the NCRF project to comply with the writ of mandate issued by the San 
Joaquin County Superior Court in CCPOA v. CDCR (San Joaquin County Superior Court Case No. 39-2008-
00183975-CU-WM-STK). The NCRF project is intended to achieve the following project objectives: 

► Implement the goals set forth in AB900 to increase male adult inmate prison capacity and associated support 
and program space to reduce overcrowding and improve living conditions for inmates.  
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► Provide vocational and other life-skill training to inmates in their final year of incarceration to better prepare 
them to succeed in society within San Joaquin, Amador and Calaveras counties. 

► Utilize existing facilities, infrastructure, and available state-owned land to provide needed facilities at the 
lowest cost to taxpayers. 

► Provide a high-level of security to protect the safety of inmates, correctional staff, and the surrounding 
community. 

7.2 RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

The range of alternatives studied in the EIR is governed by the “rule of reason,” requiring evaluation of only those 
alternatives “necessary to permit a reasoned choice” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)). Further, an 
EIR “need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is 
remote and speculative” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f) (3)). The analysis should focus on 
alternatives which are feasible (i.e., that may be accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period 
of time) and that take economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors into account. Alternatives 
that are remote or speculative need not be discussed. Furthermore, the alternatives analyzed for a project should 
focus on reducing or avoiding significant environmental impacts associated with the project as proposed. 

Alternatives considered in an EIR need to consider the objectives of the project, and while the objectives cannot 
be so narrow as to limit consideration of alternatives, sometimes a project has conditions that naturally provide 
few feasible alternatives. For instance, a project proposing a wastewater treatment expansion may be limited by 
the area it serves, the embedded community infrastructure (sewer lines) constructed to the existing location, and 
limited treatment technology choices. Thus, only one or two alternatives may be available that are both feasible, 
and that reduce impacts of the project. This sort of condition governs consideration of alternatives in the instance 
of the proposed projects. The federal court in the Coleman case ordered construction of the Dewitt project by 
2013. Further, legislation (AB 900 and SB 934, both in 2007) authorized construction of the NCRF project at the 
former NCWF site, and deemed the siting process complete for a reentry facility to serve San Joaquin, Amador, 
and Calaveras counties.  

Finally, both projects involve reuse of existing state-owned developed sites, facilities, and infrastructure. It would 
be difficult to find alternative sites that meet the population-serving needs of these projects that are similarly 
developed, and thus have relatively (based on their size) few environmental impacts. Limitations on the range of 
alternatives to the projects are further addressed below in the discussion of “Alternatives Considered but not 
Analyzed in Detail.” The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(e)) require that, among other alternatives, a 
“no project” alternative be evaluated in comparison to the project and that it “discuss the existing conditions, as 
well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, 
based on current plans and consistent with the available infrastructure and community services.” The no project 
alternative assumes that the existing vacant structures on each project site would remain unoccupied in perpetuity.  

7.3 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The purpose of this section is to summarize the site-specific environmental constraints, as identified and discussed 
in Chapter 4, “Environmental Setting, Thresholds of Significance, Environmental Impacts, and Mitigation 
Measures,” of this DEIR. Site-specific environmental constraints and their effects on the range of alternatives 
considered in this DEIR are discussed in the summary statements below. The summary statements apply to all 
three scenarios—DeWitt Nelson only, NCRF only, and Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities—unless 
otherwise noted. If necessary, more detail is provided if the impact conclusions are different among these three 
scenarios. Issues (e.g., employment population and housing; public services; utilities; water supply) that would 
not result in any significant effects are not included in this summary. 
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As discussed in Section 4.1, “Air Quality,” the project construction could emit emission levels of oxides of 
nitrogen (NOX), an ozone precursor that exceeds San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) 
significance thresholds (i.e., 10 tons per year). Mitigation measures would be implemented to reduce 
construction-generated NOX emissions to a less than significant level, including purchase of emissions offsets. 
Fugitive dust from project construction could violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Implementation of 
mitigation requiring dust control measures would reduce impacts associated with construction-generated fugitive 
dust emissions to a less-than-significant level. The projects’ contribution to cumulative construction-related dust 
emissions (including emissions from other large projects in the immediate vicinity) would be significant and 
unavoidable. The projects’ cumulative long-term air quality impacts would, however, be less-than-significant. 
The projects’ contribution to global climate change impacts, even after implementation of mitigation, would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

As discussed in Section 4.2, “Biological Resources,” the removal of mature native trees at the DeWitt Nelson site 
is not consistent with policies established by the San Joaquin County General Plan 2010 regarding the protection 
of sensitive biological resources. Construction at both the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities may disturb nesting 
raptor species located near the project site which could result in nest abandonment by adult birds and 
abandonment of chicks and eggs causing mortality. Disturbance to roosting bats due to rehabilitation and/or 
demolition to buildings on the DeWitt Nelson project site and the NCRF project site could result in injury, or 
mortality, of pallid bats. Mortality of sensitive and common wildlife species due to electrocution by contacting the 
proposed lethal electrified fence at the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF sites could result in a substantial reduction of 
the local populations of the affected species over time. With implementation of recommended mitigation, these 
impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Among these, CDCR has proposed specific mitigation 
measures, consistent with CDCR’s existing electrified fence habitat management plan in effect and practiced at 
State prisons throughout California, and will consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California 
Department of Fish and Game to refine the measures, to minimize wildlife electrocutions to the extent feasible 
and to compensate for impacts on native wildlife species. 

As discussed in Section 4.3, “Cultural Resources,” although no “unique” or “historic” cultural resources (per 
CEQA definitions) have been documented on the project sites, the potential exists for previously unidentified 
unique archaeological remains to be discovered below the ground surface during ground-disturbing construction 
activities. In addition, although no evidence of prehistoric or early historic interments exists at the sites, the sites 
could contain subsurface human remains. With implementation of recommended mitigation, this impact would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

As discussed in Section 4.6, “Geology, Soils, Mineral Resources, and Paleontology,” given that the project sites 
are underlain by paleontologically sensitive rock under guidelines established by the Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontology (i.e., younger Pleistocene-age sediments of the Modesto Formation), the potential exists for damage 
to vertebrate fossils during ground-disturbing construction activities. With implementation of recommended 
mitigation, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

As discussed in Section 4.7, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” because soils and on-site structures at the 
project sites could contain unknown hazardous building materials such as lead-based paint and asbestos 
containing materials, as well as residual agricultural chemicals such as chlorinated pesticides, construction 
workers and the environment could be exposed to these materials during project construction and operation. With 
implementation of recommended mitigation, these impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

As discussed in Section 4.7, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” implementation of the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF 
projects would increase the amount of impervious surfaces in the area, thereby increasing both the total volume 
and the peak discharge rate of stormwater runoff. These increases could cause the capacity of onsite stormwater 
systems to be exceeded, resulting in greater potential for on- and offsite flooding. Operation of a firing range at 
the DeWitt Nelson site could result in long-term discharges of lead and other heavy metals into the storm drainage 
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system or groundwater. With implementation of recommended mitigation, these impacts would be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.  

As discussed in Section 4.8, “Land Use and Agricultural Resources,” the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would 
convert approximately 4.5 acres of Important Farmland to nonagricultural, institutional land uses. Mitigation 
measures would be implemented that require recordation of an agricultural conservation easement at a 1:1 ratio. 
However, although an easement would limit future farmland conversion in San Joaquin County for the acres 
conserved, it would not result in the replacement of the 4.5 acres converted by the DeWitt Nelson project, because 
no new farmland would be created. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable. The proposed 
NCRF project would not involve the conversion of any Important Farmland to nonagricultural land uses.  

As discussed in Section 4.9, “Noise,” implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project and the NCRF project would 
result in construction-generated noise that could expose sensitive receptors to a substantial, temporary increase in 
noise levels that exceed the applicable noise standards and/or result in a noticeable increase in ambient noise 
levels. Operational noise generated at the firing range, which would be part of the DeWitt Nelson project—the 
NCRF project would not have a firing range—would exceed the County’s noise standards (hourly and maximum). 
With implementation of recommended mitigation, these impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

As discussed in Section 4.11, “Transportation,” the NCRF project, DeWitt Nelson project, and the combined 
DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would result in significant and significant unavoidable traffic impacts to study 
area intersections, roadway segments, and freeway segments under construction, project, and cumulative 
conditions. Even with implementation of recommended mitigation, some impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

As discussed in Section 4.13, “Visual Resources,” the existing residence on Austin Road, which is located within 
500 feet of the NCRF site, would be exposed to glare-related impacts from the increase in nighttime lighting at 
the NCRF facility during both construction and operation of the NCRF project, resulting in a nuisance to the 
occupants of the residence. With implementation of recommended mitigation, these impacts would be reduced; 
however, the overall intensity of light could increase substantially for the residence nearest to the site, despite the 
use of glare shields, because of the need to provide overall security to the NCRF facility. Therefore, this impact 
would be significant and unavoidable. Proposed lighting sources at the DeWitt Nelson site, however, would not 
substantially increase light and glare for residents immediately east of the DeWitt Nelson project site.  

The potential for alternatives to avoid or reduce the projects’ significant impacts is considered in this analysis of 
alternatives.  

7.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT ANALYZED IN DETAIL 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) provides that an EIR “should also identify any alternatives that were 
considered by the lead agency but rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons 
underlying the lead agency’s determination.” As described below, off-site alternatives for each of the proposed 
projects were dismissed from further analysis because they were determined to be infeasible.  

7.4.1 OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVE TO THE DEWITT NELSON CONVERSION PROJECT 

CDCR is under strict federal court orders in the Coleman litigation to design, construct, and activate the DeWitt 
Nelson project at the proposed NCYCC site by 2013 (see Section 1, “Introduction”, for more information 
regarding these federal court orders). In the interest of fully complying with CEQA’s mandate to foster 
meaningful public participation and informed decision-making, though, CDCR has considered a range of potential 
off-site alternatives to the DeWitt Nelson project at the proposed NCYCC site. For the reasons described below, 
CDCR believes that the only feasible alternatives to the proposed project are located at the NCYCC site. 
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At the outset, CDCR considered all locations within a reasonable vicinity of the NCYCC site as possible locations 
for the proposed project. Because the DeWitt Nelson site is 70 acres in size and can benefit from the use of 
facilities at the adjacent CHCF Stockton facility, any alternative location would probably need to be larger than 
70 acres in order to provide a comparable level of services. CDCR considered three types of sites: (i) other 
property controlled/operated by CDCR, (ii) other property controlled/operated by other State departments, and 
(iii) property in private ownership. CDCR then evaluated these types of sites using the standard in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(f) (2), which states: “The key question and first step in analysis [to determining 
whether an EIR must include an alternative location analysis] is whether any of the significant effects of the 
project would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another location. Only locations that 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in 
the EIR.” 

With regard to other property controlled/operated by CDCR, the most suitable property in the vicinity of NCYCC 
is the Deuel Vocational Institution (DVI) facility in Tracy. That property has sufficient land to locate a facility 
comparable to DeWitt Nelson, has highway access, and is within a reasonable distance (approximately 30-35 
miles) of the NCYCC site. However, locating the proposed facility at DVI would not be feasible, for several 
reasons. First, siting the proposed facility at DVI might somewhat reduce the significant impacts of locating the 
facility at NCYCC, but probably would not avoid or substantially lessen any of those effects. DVI is generally 
similar to NCYCC and so it seems likely that many of the significant effects on the environment that might result 
from the proposed project would also result from moving the project to DVI. Second, locating the project at DVI 
would likely substantially increase the effects of the project on farmland conversion and biological resources 
generally. Even though the DeWitt Nelson site is 70 acres, the project would only disturb an additional 10 acres of 
land (and 4.5 acres of farmland). By contrast, it is likely that locating the project at DVI would require the 
conversion of approximately 70 (and perhaps more) acres of land currently in agricultural production. That 
additional farmland conversion, to say nothing about the potential biological impacts, would create significant 
effects on the environment that would not be present at NCYCC. Third, DVI is located in a 100-year floodplain, 
so locating a new facility would create significant risks of flooding for the inmates who might be hospitalized in 
that facility. CDCR believes that these considerations make locating the proposed project at DVI infeasible, even 
assuming that CDCR would be able to obtain permission from the federal court to change the location of the 
project. 

With regard to property controlled by other State departments, CDCR is unaware of any parcels that are large 
enough to accommodate the proposed project, that are in the vicinity of the CHCF Stockton facility, that have the 
necessary access to utilities and transportation corridors, and that would not involve the destruction of substantial 
habitat. 

With regard to private property, it is not likely, for reasons described previously, that a site could be located that 
would result in less impacts than the project; it would either need to have no farmland or habitat, it would need to 
be in an area where traffic issues are not prevalent, etc. Even if such a parcel was found, CDCR’s experience is 
that it takes a minimum of 14-18 months to locate and acquire a parcel of the size needed for the proposed project 
on a “willing seller-willing buyer” basis. If CDCR were forced to acquire such a parcel by means of eminent 
domain, it is likely that the process would take even longer. CDCR estimates that it will take approximately 30 
months to prepare working drawings for the proposed facility and then construct that facility. Given the urgent 
need for additional mental health care facilities in California, it would be infeasible to extend that period by 
another year or two. Even if such an extension were feasible, CDCR would still need to obtain permission from 
the federal court, which recently shortened the timeline for the completion of the proposed project by a year. For 
these reasons, CDCR believes that locating the project on land currently in private ownership is not feasible.  

7.4.2 OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVE TO THE NCRF PROJECT 

As noted in Section 3.1 “Project Purpose and Need,” the NCRF project is intended to assist inmates during their 
last year of incarceration to make the transition to life outside of the California prison system. As with the DeWitt 
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Nelson project, in the interest of fully complying with CEQA’s mandate to foster meaningful public participation 
and informed decision-making, CDCR has considered a range of potential off-site alternatives to the NCRF 
project at the proposed NCYCC site. For the reasons described below, however, CDCR believes that the only 
feasible alternative to the proposed project is located at the NCYCC site. 

First, all of the considerations discussed above in the context of the DeWitt Nelson project also apply to locating 
the NCRF project at a site other than NCYCC. The proposed NCRF project facility is estimated to require only 
about 20 acres (with buffers for neighboring properties) rather than the 70+ acres required by the DeWitt Nelson 
project; however, the limits on the use of DVI, the lack of other State properties, and the time required to acquire 
a private parcel all lead CDCR to the conclusion that the only feasible location for the NCRF project is on the 
NCYCC site. 

Second, it is important to note that locating the NCRF project at NCYCC means that the project can be 
accomplished with limited renovations to the existing buildings. Not only does such reuse and renovation of an 
existing facility minimize adverse effects on the environment, such reuse and renovation allows CDCR to build 
the facility at a much lower cost than wholly new construction. Particularly in these difficult economic times, 
CDCR believes it is necessary to build the needed facilities at the least possible cost. Locating the project 
anywhere other than NCYCC would probably result in a substantial increase of the cost of the facility. 

Third, Penal Code section 6271 requires a city and/or county seeking to have a secure community reentry facility 
like the NCRF project located within its boundaries to propose that site to CDCR. The City of Stockton and the 
County of San Joaquin have identified the NCYCC site as the location that would serve the counties of Amador, 
Calaveras and San Joaquin. In addition, the California Legislature has authorized the use of the NCYCC location 
for the proposed facility. Obtaining the agreement of the City of Stockton and the County of San Joaquin to 
locating the proposed facility elsewhere in Stockton would require CDCR to locate a new prison within a highly 
urban area. In light of the opposition from other communities to such prison locations, it seems that such a 
location would be difficult to achieve and, if possible, take substantial time. Furthermore, locating the proposed 
facility elsewhere in Amador, Calaveras or San Joaquin Counties would either provoke strong objections from 
local residents or would fail to meet the Legislature’s directive that secure community reentry facilities be located 
in urban areas to assist inmates as they transition out of the prison system. In any of these circumstances, it is 
likely that the project would be subject to substantial delays and/or substantial increases in costs, thereby 
preventing the project from assisting CDCR in reducing overcrowding in California’s prison system.  

7.4.3 NCRF DESIGN ALTERNATIVES 

The proposed NCRF project includes renovating and re-using former correctional facilities for a correctional use 
on an existing correctional site. The only new structures associated with the proposed NCRF are a medical 
building, guard towers, and a lethal electrified fence, which are all necessary for the proposed reentry facility (i.e., 
it is not possible to eliminate any of these facilities from the NCRF proposal without seriously compromising on-
site security or the feasibility of the reentry program at this site; although the approved CHCF Stockton includes 
medical facilities, these facilities are intended to serve more severe medical needs than the NCRF medical 
building, and would not have capacity to serve these more minor medical needs). As mentioned above, the State 
Legislature specifically authorized conversion of the former Northern California Women’s Facility to a reentry 
facility. Because the project site is currently developed with a correctional facility, the range of potential 
development alternatives to the NCRF project is severely limited. In fact, the only possible alternative to the 
NCRF project that would meet most of the project objectives would be to demolish existing facilities at the NCRF 
site and construct all new buildings. Not only would this alternative likely result in greater environmental impacts 
than the proposed reuse of the existing facilities (i.e., increased construction-related emissions of criteria air 
pollutants, increased construction-related noise impacts, and increased construction traffic impacts), but the 
alternative would conflict with the project’s objective to utilize existing facilities, infrastructure, and available 
state-owned land to provide needed facilities at the lowest cost to taxpayers. For these reasons, on-site design 
alternatives to the NCRF project have been rejected and are not analyzed further in this DEIR. 
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AB 900 is specific regarding the Reentry program; therefore, operations-related alternatives are limited to 
intensity rather than “type” of land use. For this reason, one operational alternative to the DeWitt Nelson project, 
the “Reduced Bed Alternative” is evaluated in detail below.  

7.5 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED FOR DETAILED EVALUATION 

7.5.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Consistent with the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(e)), this EIR evaluates a No Project Alternative. 
Under the No Project Alternative, no development or other improvement associated specifically with the proposed 
DeWitt Nelson project or NCRF project would occur on either project site. Note, however, that utilities extension 
and other improvements associated with other proposed CDCR projects, both on and offsite, as evaluated under 
previous CEQA documents (e.g., the CHCF Stockton EIR) are still assumed to occur. Under the No Project 
Alternative, the existing DeWitt Nelson and NCRF facilities would remain unoccupied. No additional structures 
would be added to either project site. While CDCR would appropriately secure the existing facilities, some 
vegetation may become overgrown, while other vegetation and trees may die due to lack of irrigation. Building 
exteriors may become weathered and require repair. The project site would probably remain unlit during 
nighttime hours or have reduced lighting. 

Note that the environmental analysis of this EIR evaluates three scenarios: DeWitt Nelson Only, NCRF Only, and 
Combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF Facilities. The first two scenarios evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts resulting from implementation of one project and not the other. Therefore, because this EIR has already 
thoroughly evaluated these two scenarios throughout the document and because the “no project” scenario is 
similar for each project, this alternatives discussion does not include separate “no project” scenarios that assume 
development of one project and not the other.  

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

Air Quality and Climate Change 

The No Project Alternative would not include any new development, and thus would not generate new 
construction-related or operational emissions of criteria air pollutants. Although the proposed DeWitt Nelson and 
NCRF projects would result in less-than-significant operational impacts on air quality with implementation of 
mitigation measures, the projects (individually and combined) would also result in less-than-significant 
construction-related emissions of ozone precursors after mitigation. The No Project Alternative would result in 
less impact than the proposed projects, and would avoid a significant impact. In addition, because the No Project 
Alternative would not result in increased GHG emissions, this alternative would avoid a cumulatively 
considerable significant impact associated with the proposed projects. [Less; eliminates two significant impacts] 

Biological Resources 

The No Project Alternative would not include any development of the project sites. Further, this alternative would 
not result in the construction of electrified fences, which could result in adverse impacts on migratory birds. In 
addition to impacts related to the electrified fence, both the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects could result in the 
potential for take of special-status species during construction, especially bats and nesting raptors. Furthermore, 
implementation of the DeWitt Nelson project would result in conversion of foraging habitat for raptors, including 
Swainson’s hawk and potentially burrowing owl, and removal of mature native trees. Although these impacts 
would all be reduced to a less-than-significant level after implementation of recommended mitigation, the No 
Project Alternative would result in no impact. [Less, but no substantial reduction] 
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Cultural Resources 

The No Project Alternative would not include any development of the project sites and thus would not disturb any 
potentially undiscovered cultural resources on the sites. By comparison, construction activities associated with the 
proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would result in potentially significant impacts related to 
undiscovered cultural resources. However, these impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level after 
implementation of mitigation. Nonetheless, because the No Project Alternative would avoid potential impacts to 
undiscovered cultural resources, overall impacts would be less than those of the proposed DeWitt Nelson and 
NCRF projects. [Potentially less, but no substantial reduction] 

Employment, Population and Housing 

No new employees would be added to the project sites under the No Project Alternative. As a result, this 
alternative would not have any effects on local and regional employment, population, or housing opportunities. 
By comparison, the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would provide a substantial number of 
employment opportunities to the region (some of these employees are expected to come from the local 
employment pool). Project-related population growth and associated demands for housing and employment 
opportunities would be absorbed by growth already planned in the region and would not substantially increase 
demand for housing in any one area. Although the proposed projects would not result in significant employment, 
population, and housing impacts, the No Project Alternative would result in no impacts; therefore, impacts 
associated with population, employment, and housing would be somewhat less under this alternative. [Less, but 
no substantial reduction] 

Geology, Soils, and Paleontology 

The No Project Alternative includes no construction activities and no development of structures. By contrast, the 
proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would result in significant impacts associated with construction-
related soil erosion, development of structures on expansive soils, and the potential to uncover a paleontological 
resource. Although these impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of 
mitigation measures, the No Project Alternative would result in no impacts, and the level of impact would be 
somewhat less under this alternative than under the proposed projects. [Less, but no substantial reduction] 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The No Project Alternative would not include any construction activities; consequently, none of the structures on 
the site would be renovated, and no construction workers would be exposed to potential hazardous materials in 
existing structures/soil. The proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects include renovation of existing structures 
that could contain hazardous materials such as lead-based paint and asbestos-containing materials, and could 
therefore expose construction workers to these materials. The potential for construction workers to encounter soil 
contamination from former agricultural operations at the sites is also a possibility. Although the proposed project 
includes mitigation measures to reduce these risks, the No Project Alternative would not subject construction 
workers to any risks and would, therefore, slightly reduce the impact. [Less, but no substantial reduction] 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Under the No Project Alternative no new construction would occur; therefore, this alternative would not result in 
construction-related releases of sediment or contaminants to nearby waterways. By comparison, the proposed 
DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would include construction activities that could disturb on-site soils and result 
in the discharge of sediment, degrading water quality. However, mitigation recommended in the DEIR would 
reduce the impact of the proposed project to a less-than-significant level. Although project impacts would be less 
than significant, this alternative would not result in any discharge of sediment or contaminants; therefore, the 
water quality impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than those associated with the proposed 
projects. [Less, but no substantial reduction] 
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Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

Under the No Project alternative, no development would occur on either project site and both sites would remain 
as they currently exist. No significant land use impacts were identified for the proposed projects, so the No 
Project Alternative would not reduce or avoid any significant land use impacts associated with the project, and 
impacts would be similar. [Similar] 

The No Project Alternative would not convert any agricultural land to nonagricultural use. Therefore, the 
Important Farmland (4.5 acres) at the proposed location of the new retention basin would remain vacant and, 
presumably, cultivated. The combined DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would result in a significant impact 
from the conversion of this farmland into an institutional use; the No Project Alternative would avoid this 
significant and cumulatively considerable impact. [Less; eliminates significant unavoidable impact] 

Noise 

This alternative would not involve the construction or operation of facilities and would therefore not generate any 
construction-related noise and would not increase traffic noise on local roadways, or result in noise generated by 
stationary sources. The proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects, on the other hand, would include noise-
generating construction activities, as well as increased traffic noise levels, and also noise generated by the 
proposed DeWitt Nelson firing range. Although the DEIR includes mitigation measures that would reduce 
impacts to a less-than-significant level (including cumulative impacts), the No Project Alternative would result in 
no impacts associated with noise. [Less; substantially reduces a significant impact] 

Public Services 

Because no new facilities would be constructed under the No Project Alternative, this alternative would not 
generate additional demand for public services; the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects, by comparison, 
would increase demand for services both at the sites and throughout the region (because of the in-migration of a 
portion of the new employees). The impact of this increased demand would be less than significant due to the fact 
that new housing that has been developed in, and is currently being planned for, the region would accommodate 
the new employees, and these housing projects are required to pay impact fees and/or taxes that fund public 
services, including schools and fire and police protection. However, because the No Project Alternative would not 
increase demand for public services (and consequently would result in no impact), the overall impacts on public 
services would be somewhat less under the No Project Alternative. [Less, but no substantial reduction] 

Transportation 

Because no new facilities would be constructed under the No Project Alternative, this alternative would not 
generate traffic that would result in significant impacts to study area intersections, roadway segments, and 
freeway segments. This alternative would eliminate all significant and unavoidable traffic impacts that would 
occur for the NCRF project, DeWitt Nelson project, and the combined NCRF and DeWitt Nelson projects. 
Overall traffic impacts would be less under the No Project Alternative. [Less, eliminates significant unavoidable 
impacts] 

Utilities and Service Systems 

Because no new facilities would be constructed under the No Project Alternative, no new utility connections, 
pipelines, or other facilities would be required. The proposed project would increase existing demand for 
wastewater treatment, storm drainage, electricity, and gas. The resulting near-term impact would not be 
significant; however, under cumulative conditions the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects would 
contribute to the need for expansion of the City wastewater treatment plant and would therefore contribute to 
significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the treatment plant expansion. Because the No Project 
Alternative would not increase the demand for utilities, including additional cumulative wastewater demand, and 
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consequently would result in no impact, impacts on utilities would be less under this alternative than under the 
proposed projects, and the No Project Alternative would avoid substantial contribution to a significant cumulative 
impact. [Less; eliminates significant cumulative impact] 

Visual Resources 

The NCRF project site currently includes large areas of sod and other landscaping that are regularly irrigated and 
maintained. In addition, although unoccupied, the project site structures are also currently maintained. The 
DeWitt Nelson facility is somewhat overgrown with weeds, and some trees and vegetation are dying due to lack 
of consistent irrigation. The No Project Alternative assumes that both project sites would remain perpetually 
unused. Although the DeWitt Nelson site is in a declining state of repair, perpetual lack of maintenance would 
exacerbate the existing condition. However, the No Project Alternative would include no tree removal, whereas 
the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would clear all trees, including some mature valley oak trees, from the 
project site, although due to distance and other factors, this is not a significant project impact. Overall, while the 
project’s visual impacts would be less than significant, the No Project Alternative would not result in the visual 
disturbance of the site. [Less; eliminates significant light and glare impact] 

Water Supply 

The No Project Alternative would not increase water demand at the project site. The increased demand associated 
with the proposed DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects is not expected to exceed available water supply. However, 
because the No Project Alternative would not result in any increased demand, the impact of this alternative related 
to water supply would be somewhat less than the impact of the proposed projects. [Less, but no substantial 
reduction] 

Conclusion 

The No Project Alternative does not include any construction and would leave both sites entirely unused. 
Implementation of the No Project Alternative would avoid the proposed projects’ significant and unavoidable 
impacts associated with climate change, conversion of farmland, traffic impacts, cumulative contribution to 
significant impacts associated with future wastewater treatment facility expansion, and nighttime glare. 
Furthermore, several impacts resulting from both the DeWitt Nelson and NCRF projects that are mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level would be completely avoided by implementing the No Project Alternative (i.e., impacts 
to nesting raptors and raptor foraging habitat, operational noise associated with DeWitt Nelson’s firing range, 
impacts related to construction-related stormwater quality, etc.).The No Project Alternative would result in fewer 
impacts to the environment than either the DeWitt Nelson project or the NCRF project, or both projects 
combined. However, the No Project Alternative does not meet any of the objectives of either the DeWitt Nelson 
project or the NCRF project. 

7.5.2 DEWITT NELSON ALTERNATIVES 

This EIR evaluates two alternatives to the DeWitt Nelson project: the Meet American Correctional Associations 
(ACA) Space Standards/Combine Perimeter Security Fence Alternative (Alternative 1) and the Meet ACA 
Standards/Replace Existing Structures Alternative (Alternative 2). These alternatives would each involve the 
same approximate floor area as the proposed project, and would be located within the same (but smaller) 
construction area as the De Witt Nelson project (see Exhibit 3-5). Both alternatives would share a perimeter 
security fence with the approved, but not yet constructed CHCF Stockton adjacent to the northern boundary of the 
DeWitt Nelson site; therefore, the number of employees associated with these alternatives may be slightly lower 
than the proposed project due to efficiencies related to movement of inmates between the CHCF Stockton and 
DeWitt Nelson facilities. (Note that encompassing the DeWitt Nelson development alternatives would require 
minimal modification to the approved CHCF Stockton perimeter fence.) These alternatives are described in detail 
below.  
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DEWITT NELSON ALTERNATIVE 1: MEET AMERICAN CORRECTIONAL ASSOCIATIONS (ACA) SPACE 

STANDARDS/COMBINE PERIMETER SECURITY FENCE 

The first alternative to the proposed DeWitt Nelson project would meet the following: (1) renovate and enlarge 
the four existing DeWitt Nelson housing units to meet ACA space and program standards. This involves 
expanding the four existing units by approximately 38,000 square feet. The additions would be contiguous to the 
existing structures. (2) Provide a continuous secure perimeter fencing system that would encircle both the 
approved CHCF Stockton site and the proposed DeWitt Nelson facility with a single perimeter. This single 
perimeter option would remove the cross fencing currently shown on the site plan for the proposed project. (3) 
Locate the three new housing units in the upper northeast corner of the project site (the primarily undeveloped 
area as seen in Exhibit 3-4) instead of building them directly east of the existing housing units. These new 
housing units would meet ACA space and program standards; some of the program space that would have been 
created by renovation of the former DeWitt Nelson educational buildings (south end of complex) would be 
absorbed into these new buildings. The changes that this alternative will result in include: (1) reduction in the 
amount of perimeter fencing, (2) consolidation of pedestrian sally ports [only one is now necessary], (2) 
relocation of employee and visitor parking to adjacent but unused area within southern edge of CHCF Stockton 
site, (3) abandonment and demolition of educational and vocational buildings on southern edge of site plan, and 
(4) use of the vacant area in the northeastern corner of the site for new housing development. By comparison, the 
proposed site plan for the conversion of the existing DeWitt Nelson facility provides for the installation of a new 
double security fence perimeter with a lethal electric fence element around the entire facility (see Exhibit 7-1). 
This perimeter would replace the existing Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) perimeter that can only be used 
for juvenile wards. The new perimeter would meet all CDCR adult correctional safety standards including the 
installation of armed observation towers (about 750 feet apart) and an outer patrol road. 

Under Alternative 1, the perimeter security system of the DeWitt Nelson facility would be combined into a single 
continuous perimeter fence that encompasses not only DeWitt Nelson but also the CHCF Stockton. This 
combined perimeter would substantially reduce the movement of inmates and staff through the two proposed 
pedestrian sally ports, and it would provide for a more unified perimeter security operation. This concept has been 
successfully deployed at other facilities where CDCR has two complementary prisons in close physical proximity. 
Only minimal changes would be required to the CHCF Stockton perimeter fence plan; joining the two perimeter 
security systems can be accomplished by extending the segments of the east and west fence lines of the respective 
facilities so the combined site plans are encircled by a single perimeter. The existing plans for parallel cross 
fences at the end of each facility would be eliminated; a single pedestrian sally port would replace the original 
plan for two individual sally ports. Note that the overall layout and operation (including number of beds and staff) 
of the CHCF Stockton project would not be affected by this alternative. 

Aside from combining the CHCF Stockton and DeWitt Nelson perimeter security fence, the primary difference 
between this alternative and the proposed project is that under Alternative 1, the proposed parking lot would be 
relocated since it cannot be located within the secure perimeter. All DeWitt Nelson parking would be located near 
the approved CHCF Stockton parking lot site. As noted, the location of new housing would be moved into the 
existing vacant area at the northeastern corner of the existing DeWitt Nelson facility. The number of new housing 
units may increase from three to four (with no changes in total bed numbers or staffing). This alternative would 
allow for a more efficient interchange of activities between CHCF Stockton and DeWitt Nelson. The complex of 
small program and administrative buildings at the southern edge of the DeWitt Nelson complex would be 
demolished under this alternative. Note that the total combined length of the combined fences would be less than 
the total length of the separate perimeter fences of CHCF Stockton and the proposed DeWitt Nelson project and 
the alternative fence line would remain in the disturbance area analyzed in this EIR. Therefore, in general, 
environmental impacts related only to the alternative alignment of the fence line would be similar to the proposed 
project. 
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Source: CDCR 2010 

DeWitt Nelson Alternative 1: Meet American Correctional Associations (ACA) Space 
Standards/Combined Perimeter Security Fence Exhibit 7-1 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

Air Quality and Climate Change 

Alternative 1 would include nearly identical construction and operations programs as the proposed DeWitt Nelson 
project (although the alternative may require slightly fewer staff due to increased efficiency related to inmate 
movement between facilities). A minor amount of additional construction would be needed to attain ACA 
standards. The primary differences between the alternative and the proposed project are the specific alignment of 
the proposed security fence, the potential alternative arrangement of new housing, and the location of parking. 
These differences would not substantially affect the amount of project-related emissions generated during either 
construction, although they would be slightly higher, or operation. Impacts related to air quality and climate 
change would be similar to the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. [Similar]  

Biological Resources 

Under the alternative, the length of lethal electrified fence would be similar to the proposed project; therefore, the 
potential for animal mortality would be similar. Furthermore, the construction program would also be similar to 
the proposed project; therefore, impacts related to take of species would be similar and the same mitigation would 
apply. Finally, the alternative includes the proposed firing range and new retention basin in the same location as 
the proposed project; therefore impacts associated with removal of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat would be 
similar and would, likewise, require the same mitigation. The alternative’s impacts to biological resources would 
be similar to those resulting from the proposed project. [Similar] 

Cultural Resources 

This alternative would require approximately the same amount of ground disturbance as the proposed DeWitt 
Nelson project. Impacts associated with undiscovered archaeological resources and human remains would be 
nearly identical and would require the same mitigation. Impacts related to cultural resources are similar. [Similar] 

Employment, Population and Housing 

Alternative 1 would generate approximately the same number of employees as the proposed project. (Although it 
is possible that slightly fewer employees may be necessary under this alternative due to efficiencies related to 
movement of inmates between facilities, the employment number is considered similar for this comparison.) 
Therefore, impacts related to employment generation, population increase, and availability of housing are similar 
to the proposed project. [Similar] 

Geology, Soils, and Paleontology 

The ground disturbance associated with Alternative 1 is nearly identical to the proposed project and would occur 
within the construction activity area identified on Exhibit 3-5. The renovation and new construction would utilize 
the same building materials and would most likely have very similar engineering as the proposed project. Impacts 
related to seismicity, soil stability, and erosion potential would be nearly identical to the proposed project, as 
would impacts related to paleontology. The same mitigation measures would be required to reduce impacts to 
paleontological resources associated with implementation of the alternative. Impacts would be similar. [Similar] 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Similar to the proposed DeWitt Nelson project, Alternative 1 would include renovation of existing structures that 
could contain hazardous building materials (i.e. lead based paint and asbestos). In addition, because soil 
disturbance would occur in the same general location as the proposed project, the potential for soil contamination 
from former agricultural uses remains the same and potential impacts to construction workers would be similar 
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and would require the same mitigation included in this DEIR. Hazards-related impacts would be similar to the 
proposed DeWitt Nelson project. [Similar] 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

The ground disturbance associated with Alternative 1 is nearly identical to the proposed project and would occur 
within the construction activity area identified on Exhibit 3-5.Construction-related impacts to water quality would 
be similar to the proposed project and would require the same mitigation. The alternative would include the same 
approximate increase in surface runoff and would include a similarly sized retention basin. Water quality-related 
impacts would be similar to the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. [Similar] 

Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

Alternative 1 would include the same land use type and nearly identical operational intensity as the proposed 
DeWitt Nelson project (although the alternative may require slightly fewer staff due to increased efficiency 
related to inmate movement between facilities). The primary differences between the alternative and the proposed 
project are the specific alignment of the proposed security fence, the potential alternative arrangement of new 
housing, and the location of parking. Land use impacts would be similar to the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. 
[Similar]  

The Alternative would include a new retention basin in the same location (on soils designated as Important 
Farmland) as the proposed DeWitt Nelson project; therefore, the impact associated with conversion of Important 
Farmland to nonagricultural uses would be similar to the proposed project. [Similar] 

Noise 

Alternative 1 would include nearly identical construction and operation as the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. 
Both the alternative and the proposed project include a firing range in the same location. Construction- and 
operations-related noise impacts would be similar to the proposed DeWitt Nelson project and would require the 
same mitigation measures. [Similar] 

Public Services 

Alternative 1 would generate the same demand for public services (fire protection, police protection, schools) at 
the site as the proposed DeWitt Nelson project and would generate approximately the same number of employees 
as the proposed project. (Although it is possible that slightly fewer employees may be necessary under this 
alternative due to efficiencies related to movement of inmates between facilities, the employment number is 
considered similar for this comparison.) Therefore, impacts associated with on-site demand for public services, as 
well as increased demand for public services due to population increase would be similar to the proposed DeWitt 
Nelson project. [Similar] 

Transportation 

Alternative 1 would result in the same traffic generation as the DeWitt Nelson project. (Although it is possible 
that slightly fewer employees may be necessary under this alternative due to efficiencies related to movement of 
inmates between facilities, the employment number is considered similar for this comparison.). Therefore, traffic 
impacts would be similar to the DeWitt Nelson project. [Similar] 

Utilities and Service Systems 

Alternative 1 would generate the same demand for utilities (water service, wastewater service, electricity, natural 
gas, and solid waste) at the site as the proposed DeWitt Nelson project and would generate approximately the 
same number of employees as the proposed project. (Although it is possible that slightly fewer employees may be 
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necessary under this alternative due to efficiencies related to movement of inmates between facilities, the 
employment number is considered similar for this comparison.) Therefore, impacts associated with demand for 
utilities service would be similar to the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. [Similar] 

Visual Resources 

The layout of Alternative 1 would be substantially similar to the proposed DeWitt Nelson project, with the 
exception of the perimeter fence alignment, the relocation of the DeWitt Nelson parking lot, and the potential 
alternate arrangement of the new housing units. These minor differences in layout would not affect the analysis or 
conclusions regarding visual impacts of the DeWitt Nelson project. The alterative would still require removal of 
all trees on the project site for security purposes. Furthermore, light and glare emitted during construction and 
operation of the alternative would be substantially similar to the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. Therefore, 
visual impacts would be similar. [Similar] 

Water Supply 

Water demand generated by Alternative 1 would be identical or very close to the proposed DeWitt Nelson 
projects. Impacts associated with water supply would therefore be similar. [Similar] 

Conclusion 

Alternative 1 is substantially similar to the proposed project with the exception of the perimeter fence alignment, 
the relocation of the DeWitt Nelson parking lot, and the potential alternate arrangement of housing units. As 
described above, these minor changes in layout do not result in substantial differences in the level of 
environmental impact resulting from the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. Similar wildlife mortality would be 
expected because the electrified fence line perimeter is similar. The construction program would be nearly 
identical, including the amount and general location of soil disturbance. The alternative would also include similar 
number of employees (possibly slightly fewer due to efficiencies gained between moving inmates to and from the 
future CHCF Stockton facilities). Overall, environmental impacts resulting from Alternative 1 would be similar to 
the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. 

This alternative would attain the basic project objectives. 

DEWITT NELSON ALTERNATIVE 2: MEET ACA STANDARDS/REPLACE EXISTING STRUCTURES  

In contrast to the proposed DeWitt Nelson Conversion project, Alternative 2 would not renovate or otherwise 
reuse existing structures at the DeWitt Nelson Youth Correctional Facility (see Exhibit 7-2); rather, the alternative 
would include 100% new construction and would allow for more compact development and more efficiency in 
long-term operations, while reducing the overall footprint of the project. The new structures, which would not 
change the total number of proposed beds and staff (there is a potential that fewer staff would be needed due to 
efficiencies), would be located in the upper northeast portion of the DeWitt Nelson project site (the primarily 
undeveloped area as seen in Exhibit 3-4) near the approved CHCF Stockton project site. This alternative would 
include a combined secure perimeter fence with the CHCF Stockton fence. The proximity to CHCF Stockton, in 
combination with sharing a secure perimeter fence, would enhance the efficiency of the movement of inmates 
between the two facilities. Under this alternative, the length of the combined secure perimeter fence would be 
substantially shorter than the total length of the separate CHCF Stockton perimeter fence and proposed DeWitt 
Nelson perimeter fence. Also, similar to Alternative 1, the overall layout and operation (including number of beds 
and staff) of the CHCF STOCKTON project would not be affected by this alternative. 

Under the Alternative 2, the majority of the existing buildings in the former DeWitt Nelson Facility would be 
permanently abandoned because they are not needed to meet the objectives of the proposed project. To assure 
security of the grounds all the housing units and related administrative and support buildings  



CDCR  NCRF and DeWitt Nelson Youth Conversion Projects 
Alternatives 7-16 DEIR 

 
Source: CDCR 2010 

DeWitt Nelson Alternative 2: Meet ACA Standards/Replace Existing Structures Exhibit 7-2 
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would be secured so there could be no unauthorized entry. Under this alternative no entitlement for their 
renovation and reuse would be established through the current environmental review process. 

The future use of these buildings would first depend on either approval by the State Public Works Board under the 
provisions of AB 900 of 2007 of an authorized scope, budget, and schedule for a defined project or passage of 
new legislation that would provide funding for a new project. These buildings cannot be reoccupied under the 
current provisions of the state building code unless they have been brought up to meet the latest standards of 
Title 24 including improvements to address a variety of public safety and access requirements.  

The location of the proposed firing range and new retention basin would not change under Alternative 2; 
however, the proposed DeWitt Nelson parking lot would be relocated near the CHCF Stockton parking lot (see 
Exhibit 7-2). 

Air Quality and Climate Change 

Unlike the proposed DeWitt Nelson project, Alternative 2 would not result in any renovation of existing 
structures, but would require minor demolition of accessory structures and would result in several additional new 
structures. Because additional site preparation would be necessary for construction of new facilities, and because 
construction of new facilities would generate more emissions than renovation of existing structures, the 
construction-related emissions of criteria air pollutants would be greater (although not substantially greater) than 
the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. Because the alternative would include approximately the same number of 
employees as the DeWitt Nelson project (slightly fewer employees may be needed due to efficiencies resulting 
from the combined CHCF Stockton fence line), transportation-related emissions would be very similar to the 
proposed project. However, because the alternative would include 100% new construction, which is able to 
achieve greater energy efficiency than renovated structures, the amount of greenhouse gas generated by the 
alternative would be less (although not substantially less) than the proposed project. The alternative would not 
reduce the significant impacts resulting from the project. Overall, the air quality and climate change impacts 
would be similar to the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. [Similar]  

Biological Resources 

Although mitigation measures in this DEIR would reduce impacts associate with removal of on-site trees 
(including valley oak trees) to a less-than-significant level, this alternative’s minimization of tree removal would 
result in less of an impact related to native trees and this impact would therefore be slightly reduced. Project 
impacts to special-status bat species, which are mitigated to a less-than-significant level, would be further reduced 
because renovation activities would no longer occur. Project impacts to potential nesting raptors in the on-site 
trees would be somewhat reduced due to opportunities to avoid some removal of nests; however, the adjacent 
construction activities would still require mitigation for disturbance of nests to reduce the impact to a less-than-
significant level. Also, because the alternative would include the proposed firing range and new retention basin in 
the same locations as the proposed DeWitt Nelson project, impacts to Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat would be 
similar. Because the alternative would include a significantly reduced length of lethal electrified fence, wildlife 
mortality would be somewhat reduced, but would still require the same mitigation as the proposed project to 
achieve a similar, less-than-significant level. Overall, due to the reduction in impacts to native trees, the impacts 
related to biological resources associated with the alternative would be somewhat less than the proposed DeWitt 
Nelson project. [Less, but no substantial reduction] 

Cultural Resources 

Because it includes more new buildings than the proposed DeWitt Nelson project, Alternative 2 would involve 
greater site preparation activities than the proposed project; therefore, the potential to uncover undiscovered 
archaeological resources or human remains would be slightly greater than the proposed project. However, the 
mitigation would be the same and the level of significance after mitigation would be nearly identical. Impacts to 
cultural resources would be similar. [Similar] 
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Employment, Population and Housing 

Alternative 2 would generate approximately the same number of employees as the proposed project. (Although it 
is possible that slightly fewer employees may be necessary under this alternative due to efficiencies related to 
movement of inmates between facilities, the employment number is considered similar for this comparison.) 
Therefore, impacts related to employment generation, population increase, and availability of housing are similar 
to the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. [Similar] 

Geology, Soils, and Paleontology 

The new construction associated with this alternative would utilize the same building materials and would most 
likely have very similar engineering as the new buildings included in the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. 
Impacts related to seismicity, soil stability, and erosion potential would be nearly identical to the proposed 
project, as would impacts related to paleontology. The same mitigation measures would be required to reduce 
impacts to paleontological resources associated with implementation of the alternative. Impacts would be similar. 
[Similar] 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Unlike the proposed DeWitt Nelson project, Alternative 2 would not involve renovation of existing structures, 
although minor demolition of existing accessory structures would be necessary. Because the building materials in 
the accessory structures would likely have similar potential for containing hazardous materials (i.e., lead based 
paint and asbestos) as the existing structures proposed for renovation, the impacts associated with exposure of 
construction workers to hazardous building materials would be similar. In addition, the likelihood for soil 
contamination from former agricultural uses on the site remains the same under the alternative. [Similar] 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Because it includes more new buildings than the proposed DeWitt Nelson project, Alternative 2 would involve 
greater site preparation activities than the proposed project and therefore greater soil disturbance; however, 
implementation of the mitigation measures in the DEIR would reduce construction-related impacts to water 
quality to similar levels as the proposed project. The alternative would include the same approximate increase in 
surface runoff and would include a similarly sized retention basin. Water quality-related impacts would be similar 
to the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. [Similar] 

Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

Alternative 2 would include the same land use type and nearly identical operational intensity as the proposed 
DeWitt Nelson project (although the alternative may require slightly fewer staff due to increased efficiency 
related to inmate movement between facilities). The primary differences between the alternative and the proposed 
project are the placement of new structures north of the existing DeWitt Nelson complex (and subsequent 
retention of the on-site native trees), combination of the secure perimeter fence with the CHCF Stockton fence, 
and relocation of the DeWitt Nelson parking lot. Land use impacts would be similar to the proposed DeWitt 
Nelson project. [Similar]  

The Alternative would include a new retention basin in the same location (on soils designated as Important 
Farmland) as the proposed DeWitt Nelson project; therefore, the impact associated with conversion of Important 
Farmland to nonagricultural uses would be similar to the proposed project. [Similar] 

Noise 

Alternative 2 would include similar intensity of construction and operation as the proposed DeWitt Nelson 
project. Both the alternative and the proposed project include a firing range in the same location. Construction- 
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and operations-related noise impacts would be similar to the proposed DeWitt Nelson project and would require 
the same mitigation measures. [Similar] 

Public Services 

Alternative 2 would generate the same demand for public services (fire protection, police protection, schools) at 
the site as the proposed DeWitt Nelson project and would generate approximately the same number of employees 
as the proposed project. (Although it is possible that slightly fewer employees may be necessary under this 
alternative due to efficiencies related to movement of inmates between facilities, the employment number is 
considered similar for this comparison.) Therefore, impacts associated with on-site demand for public services, as 
well as increased demand for public services due to population increase, would be similar to the proposed DeWitt 
Nelson project. [Similar] 

Transportation 

Alternative 2 would result in the same traffic generation as the DeWitt Nelson project. (Although it is possible 
that slightly fewer employees may be necessary under this alternative due to efficiencies related to movement of 
inmates between facilities, the employment number is considered similar for this comparison.). Therefore, traffic 
impacts would be similar to the DeWitt Nelson project. [Similar] 

Utilities and Service Systems 

Alternative 2 would generate the same demand for utilities (water service, wastewater service, electricity, natural 
gas, and solid waste) at the site as the proposed DeWitt Nelson project and would generate approximately the 
same number of employees as the proposed project. (Although it is possible that slightly fewer employees may be 
necessary under this alternative due to efficiencies related to movement of inmates between facilities, the 
employment number is considered similar for this comparison.) Therefore, impacts associated with utilities 
service would be similar to the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. [Similar] 

Visual Resources 

Under Alternative 2, the existing DeWitt Nelson structures would not be renovated or otherwise reused, but 
would be abandoned per CDCR requirements (see the description of this alternative). In addition, very few trees 
would require removal under this alternative. The proposed DeWitt Nelson project, on the contrary, would 
remove all trees from the project site, including some mature valley oak trees. The DEIR evaluated the changes to 
the visual character resulting from the project, including tree removal, and concluded that the impact is less-than-
significant. However, unlike the DeWitt Nelson project, which would renovate existing structures and would 
include landscape maintenance, Alternative 2 would leave the structures in their existing condition, and landscape 
maintenance would be limited. All buildings would be placed in “caretaker” status, so while their appearance 
would not improve, it would not be substantially degraded. In addition, Alternative 2 would increase the total 
number of structures on the site because it would retain all the existing structures (aside from the few accessory 
buildings to be demolished) leaving them unused and would develop all new structures to house the proposed 
number of beds. In combination with the adjacent approved CHCF Stockton project, the CDCR property would 
appear more intensely developed under this alternative. However, the appearance would be visually consistent 
with the overall appearance of the site. Impacts related to changes in visual character would be similar under the 
alternative. Impacts related to light and glare would be similar. [Similar] 

Water Supply 

Water demand generated by Alternative 2 would be identical or very close to the proposed DeWitt Nelson 
projects. Impacts associated with water supply would therefore be similar. [Similar] 
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Conclusion 

Because the number of employees and beds under Alternative 2 would remain the same as the DeWitt Nelson 
project (although slightly fewer employees may be needed due to efficiencies resulting from the combined fence), 
and because the alternative includes the firing range in the same location as the proposed project, operations-
related impacts, such as operational air quality impacts, contribution to global climate change, land use and 
agricultural resources impacts, operational noise impacts, population and housing impacts, public services 
impacts, traffic impacts, utilities impacts, and water supply impacts would be similar to the proposed DeWitt 
Nelson project. Furthermore, the proposed DeWitt Nelson project includes renovation of existing structures, 
whereas Alternative 2 would include only new construction (with a small amount of demolition related to removal 
of a few accessory structures). Although it is likely that many of the construction-related impacts would be 
increased due to the additional site preparation necessary and the additional new construction, the increases would 
be slight because there is a trade-off between the renovation and the new construction. Therefore, construction 
impacts related to air quality, cultural resources, soil erosion, water quality, hazardous materials, and noise would 
be similar to the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. Alternative 2 would reduce the project’s biological resource 
impacts from potential contact to the electrified fence and to nesting raptors and native trees (all of which would 
be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with the project). Alternative 2 would result in slightly fewer impacts 
to the environment. 

This alternative would attain the basic objectives of the project, although because it does not result in reuse of 
DeWitt structures, it would likely be more costly to implement and would not fully meet an objective associated 
with utilizing existing facilities (it would still use existing infrastructure on the site). 

7.5.3 NCRF ALTERNATIVE 

NCRF ALTERNATIVE: REDUCED BED ALTERNATIVE 

The layout of the Reduced Bed Alternative would be identical to the proposed NCRF project (no exhibits are 
included because there would be no changes to the layout as indicate in Exhibit 3-6 “Proposed NCRF Site Plan”); 
the only difference would be a reduction in the number of beds and staff. This Alternative assumes a 20% 
reduction in beds from 500 to 400 and a commensurate reduction in the number of staff from 381 to 305. The site 
already includes 400 cells; the difference with this alternative is that 100 cells would be used by two inmates with 
the project; with this alternative each cell would be occupied by one inmate. A medical building would still need 
to be constructed. Because the layout would be identical to the NCRF project, the environmental impacts 
associated with construction (i.e., construction-related emissions of criteria air pollutants, impacts to biological 
and cultural resources, construction-related impacts to stormwater quality, construction-related noise impacts, 
construction related traffic impacts, and construction-related nighttime glare) would be the same. Also impacts 
related primarily to the layout and use type (i.e., changes to visual character, operational light and glare, and land 
use) would be similar. However, because the Reduced Bed Alternative would reduce the number of staff by 71, 
impacts associated with employee vehicle trip generation (i.e., operational air quality, global climate change, and 
operational traffic) would be reduced compared to the proposed NCRF project. Although it is not anticipated that 
a reduction by 71 staff would reduce significant impacts related to global climate change and impacts to 
intersections and roadways to less-than-significant, the Alternative would, nonetheless, result in less (although not 
substantially less) overall impact to the environment than the proposed NCRF project.  

A reduction in the number of beds would not go as far as the proposed project toward implementing the goals set 
forth in AB900 to increase male adult inmate prison capacity and associated support and program space to reduce 
overcrowding and improve living conditions for inmates—a critical objective of the project, and it would provide 
20% less opportunity to provide program support for inmates preparing to reenter society at the end of their terms. 
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7.6 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

The No Project Alternative would be similar or environmentally superior to the proposed DeWitt Nelson and 
NCRF projects with respect to all environmental issues. However, the No Project Alternative would not attain any 
of the objectives of the proposed projects. 

7.6.1 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE TO THE DEWITT NELSON 

CONVERSION 

Alternative 1 would result in similar impacts to implementation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. This is 
because the facilities would remain similarly sized and would require a similar construction program and because 
this Alternative includes the same number of beds and similar number of employees as proposed under DeWitt 
Nelson (slightly fewer staff may be necessary due to security-related efficiencies resulting from the combined 
fence). This alternative is not environmentally superior to the DeWitt Nelson project. 

Alternative 2 would result in similar impacts to implementation of the proposed DeWitt Nelson project. There is 
one exception. This alternative would result in slightly fewer impacts to biological resources due to the 
minimization of tree removal, and subsequent impacts to nesting raptors, and the decreased potential for mortality 
of wildlife species due to the decreased length of the lethal electrified fence. However, these project impacts are 
mitigated to a less-than-significant level; therefore, the impact reduction would be slight (and would still require 
the same mitigation). This alternative is slightly environmentally superior to the DeWitt Nelson project. 

Out of all alternatives evaluated, the No Project Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative. 
CEQA requires (CCR Section 15126.6[e] [2]) that if the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project 
alternative, another environmentally superior alternative shall be identified among the other alternatives. In the 
case of the range of alternatives evaluated, the overall environmental impacts of the alternatives are very similar, 
not only among the alternatives, but also similar to the DeWitt Nelson project. As described above, Alternative 1 
would result in similar impacts to the DeWitt Nelson facility within each environmental issue area. Alternative 2 
would also have similar impacts to the DeWitt Nelson Project, but slightly reduced impacts to biological 
resources and increased impacts to visual resources. Overall, Alternative 2 is environmentally superior to the 
project, but only slightly.  

7.6.2 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE TO THE NCRF PROJECT 

The Reduced Bed Alternative is the only alternative to the NCRF project that was analyzed in detail. As 
mentioned above, the Alternative would result in some reduction in the level of environmental impacts associated 
with employee vehicle trip generation (most notably global climate change and traffic). Overall the Alternative 
would result in less (although not substantially less) overall impact to the environment than the proposed NCRF 
project.  

Implementation of the No Project Alternative would avoid the proposed projects’ significant and unavoidable 
impacts associated with air quality and climate change, conversion of farmland, traffic impacts, cumulative 
contribution to significant impacts associated with future wastewater treatment facility expansion, and nighttime 
glare. The No Project Alternative would therefore be the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  

CEQA requires (CCR Section 15126.6[e] [2]) that if the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project 
alternative, another environmentally superior alternative shall be identified among the other alternatives. Because 
the Reduced Bed Alternative would result in somewhat less impact to the environment, the Alternative would be 
considered environmentally superior to the proposed NCRF project. However, a reduction in the number of beds 
would not go as far as the proposed project toward implementing the goals set forth in AB900 to increase male 
adult inmate prison capacity and associated support and program space to reduce overcrowding and improve 
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living conditions for inmates—a critical objective of the project, and it would provide 20% less opportunity to 
provide program support for inmates preparing to reenter society at the end of their terms. 
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